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December 27, 2011

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez Mr. Gordon Leppig
MP150 – Bureau of Reclamation CA Department of Fish and Game
2800 Cottage Way 619 Second Street
Sacramento, CA  95825 Eureka, CA 955501

Dear Ms. Vasquez and Mr. Leppig:

Regarding: Comments on Klamath Facilities Removal Public Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR)

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) 
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the Department of Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation (DOI), and the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), on the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) that 
evaluates impacts of removing four dams on the Klamath River pursuant to the terms of 
the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA).  The Regional Water Board 
was not a party to the KHSA, but did participate in the development of interim water 
quality measures while these additional studies are conducted on PacifiCorp’s Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project (KHP).  Regional Water Board staff has been working with the 
federal and state lead agencies as a cooperating agency under NEPA and a 
responsible agency under CEQA.  

The Klamath River is listed as impaired under Clean Water Act section 303(d) because 
it does not meet water quality standards for the pollutant/stressors of temperature, 
organic enrichment/low DO, and nutrients. The reach of the Klamath River that includes 
portions of the KHP, specifically Copco and Iron Gate Reservoirs is also listed as 
impaired for the bluegreen algae toxin microcystin.  The TMDL assigns three load 
allocations to the KHP in California which are detailed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/DEIR.
While the decision to remove the dams will likely result in achieving the DO objectives 
and load allocations assigned to the KHP, the decision to move forward with dam 
removal will be made by several federal and state agencies but not the Regional Water 
Board. In the event of an affirmative Secretarial Determination and state concurrence, 
the Regional Water Board will then decide whether dam removal under the KHSA 
complies with the TMDL, and will rely in part on this environmental analysis for 
information. Also, a water quality certification to accompany a federal dredge and fill 
permit must be issued by the State or Regional Water Board, which will also require 
CEQA compliance. 
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The Regional Water Board is currently circulating a proposed Policy for Aquatic 
Ecosystem Restoration, which is intended to provide guidance on the implementation of 
ecological restoration projects which may result in temporary water quality impacts but 
that will in the long-term improve water quality conditions and provide greater support of 
beneficial uses than currently exists.  The Policy articulates the continuing support of 
the Regional Water Board for the use of aquatic system restoration as one of the 
several existing tools to be used in the restoration and maintenance of the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the region’s waters.  If the Policy is adopted into the 
Basin Plan, the DEIS/DEIR will provide useful information for the Regional Water Board 
to evaluate the Facilities Removal project within the context of the Policy.

The DEIS/DEIR is a comprehensive document that will serve the Regional Water 
Board’s needs should the KHSA proceed. The DEIS/DEIR adequately describes the 
short- and long-term impacts to water quality from the decommissioning of the Klamath 
dams, including impacts to water chemistry, sediment chemistry, hydrology, biology, 
and geomorphology.  In addition, it properly describes the impacts of the facility in its 
current condition.  KHP conditions contribute to the non-attainment of beneficial uses, 
including the most sensitive beneficial uses: those associated with the cold water fishery 
(specifically the salmonid fishery), and those related to cultural uses and practices.  The 
DEIS/DEIR adequately describes applicable and feasible Best Management Practices 
and mitigation measures designed to minimize soil erosion, surface runoff, and other 
potential adverse water quality impacts, including cumulative impacts.  It also appears 
that important mitigation has been incorporated into the project description, particularly 
the timing of facility removal designed in a manner that best avoids and minimizes 
impacts to fisheries.  

Additional, specific water quality comments are attached.

We want to thank you and your team for the impressive work completed to date and 
look forward to the next phase of this process.  

If you have questions regarding this letter, please contact Clayton Creager at (707) 576-
2666 or by email: ccreager@waterboards.ca.gov.  Written correspondences or inquiries 
should be addressed to: North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Attn.: 
Clayton Creager; 5550 Skylane Boulevard; Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95403.  

Sincerely,

Catherine Kuhlman
Executive Officer

111227_CSC_Klamath_EISEIRComment_Transmittal

Enclosure: Comments on Klamath Facilities Removal Public Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR)

Original signed by
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Draft Environmental Impact / Statement / Environmental Impact Report – 09/ 2011 

 
Commenting Agency:  CA North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board  
 
 
Commenters: Clayton Creager, David Leland, Bryan McFadin, and Alydda Mangelsdorf 
 
 
Section & Page Number: ES-9 and ES-10 
 
Comment:   
 
� Consider adding to the Klamath Basin Timeline (pp. ES-9 and ES-10) a few relevant dates 

associated with water quality control.  This is particularly appropriate with respect to 
Alternatives 1 and 4 in which implementation of the Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 
adopted by the States of Oregon and California, and approved by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), and the Action Plan adopted by California’s North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) will become more 
fundamentally key to achieving or moving towards achievement of the stated 
environmental goals of the project.  The dates relevant to water quality control in California 
include: 

� 1975, Regional Water Board adopts a comprehensive basin plan for the Klamath 
River Basin, including designation of the river as providing Cold Freshwater Habitat 
(COLD); Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR); Spawning, Reproduction, and /or 
Early Development (SPWN); Water Contact Recreation (REC1); Agricultural Supply 
(AGR); and Hydropower Generation (POW), among other beneficial uses. 

� 2003, Regional Water Board adopts Native American cultural use as a beneficial use 
of the Klamath River from the Seiad Valley Hydrologic Subarea downstream to the 
Klamath Glen Hydrologic Subarea. 

� Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the USEPA lists the Klamath River as 
impaired for temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrients in , sediment in , and 
microcystin  (Please refer to corrections provided in Table 2-7 for listing dates --  
comment below) 

� In 2010, the Regional Water Board adopts a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) to 
determine the pollutant load reductions necessary to return water quality to a 
condition which supports the beneficial uses of the Klamath River.  The Regional 
Water Board simultaneously adopts revised DO objectives and an Action Plan 
identifying the specific actions and time frames necessary to restore water quality.  
USEPA approves the TMDL. 
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Section & Page Number: ES-17 
 
Comment:   
 
� The CEQA project objectives as listed on page ES-17 are consistent with the objectives of 

the Regional Water Board as defined in its Basin Plan. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  ES-21 – ES-27 
 
Comment:  The selected project alternatives represent a reasonable range of project options. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: Table ES-4, footnote 9, p. ES-30 
 
Comment:  First sentence is misleading.  Suggest rewording to make it clearer that increased 
periphyton biomass would not lead to increases in algal toxins in the Klamath River. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  ES-28 – ES-36 
 
Comment:  Table ES-4, Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, should include 
mitigation measures already included in the project alternative design plan such as seasonally-
timed facility removal plan, activities to ensure access to refugial habitat, and transport of 
juveniles out of high impact reaches.   
 
 
Section & Page Number:  Section ES.7.2, page ES-41 
 
Comment:  Baseline should include “listing under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act” as a 
result of impaired water quality and habitat conditions. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 2.4.3.9, p. 2-44, 4th bullet 
 
Comment:  Chronic fine sediment inputs also can be associated with routine road operations, 
not just road failures.   
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Section & Page Number: 2.4.4, page 2-62 
 
Comment:  Table 2-21 describes the features to be removed and retained under Alternative 3.  
Please describe (or reference a discussion elsewhere in the document) the hydrologic 
consequences of retaining structures within the active channel.  Will the natural pattern and 
range of flows act upon hardened structures in such a manner as to result in excessive or 
extreme site-specific streambed or streambank erosion?  How does the retention of hardened 
structures affect the ability of the river to ultimately achieve a self-sustaining, dynamic 
equilibrium? 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: Table 3.2 – 2 pages: 3.2 – 4 – 3.2 - 6 
 
Comment:  The beneficial uses listed for the Pacific Ocean should be modified to better reflect 
the findings of the California Ocean Plan.  For example, the Ocean Plan identifies “fish 
migration” as a beneficial use, not “migration of aquatic organisms.”  Also, the Ocean Plan 
includes “mariculture” as a beneficial use which does not appear to be listed in Table 3.2-2.  It is 
important to note that the 2009 Ocean Plan cited in this section is before the State Board for 
amendment, including the proposed amendment of information included in Table 3.2-2. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.2.2.1,  Table 3.2-4  page 3.2-9 
 
Comment:  The interstate temperature objective should also be presented:   
 
Cold and warm should be all caps in the sentence below: 
“The temperature of any cold or warm freshwater habitat shall not be increased by more than 
2.8ºC (5ºF) above natural receiving water temperature.”   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.2.4.6 page 3.2-17, last sentence. 
 
Comment:  The document should reference the Basin Plan, which includes the Scott River 
TMDL Action Plan.  The work plan is not a good reference, and will be removed from the 
NCRWQCB website soon.   
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Section & Page Number:  3.2.3.2 page 3.2-22 
  
Comment:  First sentence, third paragraph:  It’s worth adding sunlight or solar energy as a 
natural heating factor. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  3.2.3.2 page 3.2-22 
 
Comment:  Third paragraph, last sentence: 
Dunsmoor and Huntington’s report indicates temperature effects of the reservoirs extend past 
the Salmon River.   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.4.1.1 page 3.2-36 
 
Comment:  Third paragraph:  The sentence below indicates the T4BSRN simulates attainment of 
the temperature TMDL, which it doesn’t.  It does not simulate attainment of the California 
temperature TMDL. 
 
“The Klamath TMDL model includes a dams-in scenario (T4BSRN) assuming full attainment of 
the Oregon and California TMDLs with all Four Facilities in place (Tetra Tech 2009), similar to 
the conditions for the No Action/No Project Alternative.” 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.4.1  page 3.2-37 
 
Comment: The EIS/EIR states that suspended sediment concentrations were modeled for the 
period 1961-2008, identified as background, and for conditions following dam removal.  This 
approach appears appropriate for the purpose of establishing the degree to which suspended 
sediment discharges impact turbidity, suspended sediment, suspended material, and settable 
material.  This information shows no long-term nuisance or impacts on beneficial uses.   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.4.1.4  page 3-38 
 
Comment: California’s threshold of significance for DO is contained as a newly adopted Site 
Specific Objective for DO in the Klamath River and is based on a spatially and temporally varying 
percent DO saturation under natural receiving water temperatures.  Regional Board staff agrees 
with the proposal to initiate drawdown during winter months when flows are higher and the 
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relative water quality impacts are lower than other times of the year.  This element of the dam 
removal alternative seems to be designed as a mitigation but is not listed as such.   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  3.2.4.1.1 page 3.2-50  
 
Last Sentence: 
The effects of increased tributary flows on lower Klamath River temperatures were evaluated 
as part of the Klamath TMDL.  That analysis indicated very little temperature effect on the 
Klamath River, and only when the tributaries were assumed to have full natural flows, an 
unlikely future situation.   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.4.1.1 page 3.2-51 
 
Comment:   Second paragraph -- Our review of the Klamath TMDL model results finds a 
temperature impact from the reservoirs that extends past Seiad Valley.  The model results 
indicate minimal change associated with the reservoirs just upstream of the Trinity River, 
however.  Therefore, we believe it is more accurate to state that the thermal impacts of the 
reservoirs prevent achievement of the water quality objective for temperature as far down as 
the Salmon River.  This is further supported by information presented in Dunsmoor and 
Huntington (2006).  If the statement that "water temperature from Seiad Valley (RM 129.4) to 
the Salmon River (RM 66.0) (the approximate location at which the reservoir temperature 
signal no longer persists under existing conditions), would meet water quality objectives” is 
based on an interpretation that beneficial uses are supported, despite the change in 
temperatures, that should be stated and explained. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.4.3.1.1 (throughout) 
 
Comment:  This section doesn’t highlight the most acute temperature impact of the reservoirs 
on salmonids:  the approximately three week shift in temperatures and the consequent effect 
on spawning salmon.  This section should clearly distinguish between temperature conditions 
for juveniles rearing throughout the summer and adults spawning in the fall. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 3.2.6 pages 3.2 – 149 – 3.2 - 161 
 
Comment:  Table 3.2-14, Suspended Sediment, should consider for Alternative 3, the on-going 
excessive streambank and streambed erosion resulting from the retention of hardened 
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structures in the stream channel, and propose mitigation measures designed to reduce the 
impacts. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  3.3.4.3 page 3.3-53.   
 
Comment: The No Action/No Project Alternative is described as resulting in major stress to 
migrating adult and juvenile salmonids during winter months, based on the comparison of 
modeling results to Newcombe and Jensen (1996) Severity Index.  Please report the Severity 
Index Rank in the text. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  3.3.4.3 page 3.3-54 
 
Comment:  The text describes the environmental consequences of the No Action/No Project 
alternative, including the effects on dissolved oxygen (DO).  Section 3.2.2 accurately depicts 
California’s DO objectives for the Klamath River.  So, Regional Water Board staff assumes that 
the description in Section 3.3.4 of the DO objectives being a requirement to meet 85% 
saturation is simply a short hand.  Please add text to this section which clarifies this definition 
as a short-hand description. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number:  3.3.4.3 page 3.3-74 
 
Comment: It would be useful to the reader to make clear that the Interim Measures are 
measures occurring under KHSA and occur whether or not the dams are decommissioned.  It 
would also add clarity to mention that a truck and haul operation goes hand-in-hand with the 
habitat improvements described for the J.C. Boyle reach. 
 
 
 
Section and Page Number: Table 4-4 (General) 4-22 
 
Comment:  One of the criteria for being granted an exemption from discharge prohibitions, 
under the proposed Regional Water Board Restoration Policy, is that “Disturbance to beneficial 
uses is limited to the absolute minimum by controlling the timing, character, and volume of 
discharge in accordance with the needs of the most sensitive beneficial uses and/or creating 
refugia or access to existing refugia, as necessary.”  (NCRWQCB 2011, page 11)  If the dam 
removal alternative is selected the Regional Water Board staff encourages the coordination of 
KBRA restoration efforts with the proposed action so as to address the refugia needs of aquatic 
organisms that are created by the short-term impacts associated with the proposed action.    
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Section and Page Number:  Comparison of comments made in Section 4.4.1.1 (p. 4-43) and 
Section 4.4.1.3 (p. 4-53) 
 
Comment:  Section 4.4.1.1 reports that the cumulatively considerable water quality impacts 
associated with increased SSCs will last 1-2 months during reservoir drawdown.  This does not 
comport with page 4-43 which states “…SSCs in the lower Klamath River would be sufficient 
�������	
���
���������������������������������������������������
���
��������
������������������
Klamath Estuary for 6-10 months following drawdown (Greimann et al. 2011).”  Please clarify. 
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 5.5.3, page  5-100 
 
Comment: Effects on periphyton community composition in the Hydroelectric Reach, while 
significant and unavoidable, would reflect the change from a reservoir to riverine setting, and 
thus would not necessarily be considered adverse.  There are also factors under a free-flowing 
condition (e.g., scouring flows) that could limit the accumulation of periphyton densities to 
levels deleterious to water quality.   
 
 
 
Section & Page Number: 5.6, page 5-107, last paragraph 
 
Comment:  Suggest that the second sentence be modified to state that both Alternatives 2 and 
3 would result in superior long-term beneficial environmental effects, to be consistent with the 
preceding sentence. 
 
 
 
End of Comments 
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KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 

DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 25, 2011 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

ORLEANS, CALIFORNIA 

                

   MS. BRUCE-HOSTLER:  My name is  

     Deborah Bruce-Hostler, D-e-b-o-r-a-h B-r-u-c-e hyphen  

     H-o-s-t-l-e-r.  I'm a resident of Orleans.  

              And some of the things I'm going to say, I guess  

     my standing is based on that I'm married to a Hupa tribal  

     member.  And part of what we do in that family, his  

     family, is feed salmon, acorns, and sometimes even  

     sturgeon to dancers, ceremonialist families at the  

 Hupa Jump Dance Ceremony.  

               

  As indicated in the Executive Summary of the  

     Draft EIS/EIR on Klamath Facilities Removal, in the  

     Draft, in Table ES-7, the Summary of Controversies and  

     Issues Raised by Agencies and the Public, a subject is  

     missing that has been raised, regarding KBRA/KHSA impacts  

     related to environmental justice, water rights, trust  

     responsibility, and the like.  

 

              The language in the KBRA/KHSA and any  

     legislative rewrites needs to be clarified and made  

     absolutely specific that, quote, "Klamath," unquote,  

     tribes -- and this you can see on Page ES-19 of the  

     Draft, or of the summary, rather -- refers only to the  

     tribes that were signatories to the Agreements and can never in the 

 future be interpreted to refer to non-signing tribes in the 

 Klamath-Trinity Watershed, so that waivers of water rights or 

 termination of federal trust responsibility on a one-per-tribe basis 

 cannot be applied to non-signing tribes.  

 

              The EIS/EIR and legislative language affecting  

     the KBRA/KHSA need to acknowledge potential negative  

     impacts to the environment, to social justice and  

     environmental justice, created by waiving or termination  

     of water rights or trust responsibility and not set legal  

     precedent for the federal government to impose on other  

     tribes anywhere in the U.S. such a waiver or end to trust      

 responsibility.  

            

     And I want to back up just a few of the things  

     that Mr. Pat Higgins provided.  KBRA implementation  

     disallows participation by federally recognized tribes  

     who did not sign on to the Agreements on decision making  

     related to fisheries or water quality for 50 years, which  



     constitutes major social injustice.  

               

  Also, on the subject of water quality impacts on  

     Klamath and Trinity River fisheries, dam removal, without  

     reducing nutrients in the Upper Klamath Basin, will  

     increase nitrogen seasonally in the Lower Klamath, also  

     affecting the Trinity River.  And the DEIS/DEIR does not  

     discuss applying ecological restoration techniques and  

     principles that are the only scientifically valid means 

 of evading the water pollution crisis and restoring  

     native fishes.  

 

              MS. JONES:  Thank you.  

              MR. LYNCH:  Thank you, Deborah.  
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PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM 
REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR 

---o0o--- 
YREKA, CALIFORNIA 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011 
  
MS. PAT FLETCHER:  P-a-t F-l-e-t-c-h-e-r.  
  
I am a council member of the Shasta Nation.  I  
  
want to thank you for the opportunity to voice our  
  
comments regarding the Klamath Dam removal.  
  
We would like to start out our commence by 
 
stating that we endorse Alternative 4 and ask that a  
  
sensor fish study be conducted.  
  
We also ask for hatcheries to be placed on the  
  
Salmon and the Scott Rivers to allow our people to once  
  
again be able to fish in our native lands.  
 

 

In 1934, Quartz Valley Reservation was  
  
established for the Shasta and Upper Klamath River Shasta.  
  
In section 3.12.3.2, Quartz Valley Tribe,  
  
Quartz Valley Tribe history, they say, and I quote:  Most  
  
of the Quarts Valley Indian Reservation tribal members are  
  
descendants of the People of Karuk ancestry, although a  
  
few tribal members are also of Shasta ancestry.  
  
Therefore, the cultural traditions are similar to the --  
  
those described in the Karuk section of this report.  
  
The Quartz Valley Indian Reservation is a  
  



federally-recognized tribe, representing people of Upper  
 
Klamath, Karuk, and Shasta ancestry, end quote.  
  
First, we would like to thank our QUR for  
  
finally acknowledging the vast majority of their  
  
membership is, in fact, of Karuk -- Karuk descent.  
  
The issue that we have with them is that they  
  
have falsely stated that the people of the Upper Klamath  
  
are Karuk when, in fact, they are wholly Shasta.  Karuk  
  
have never been identified as Upper Klamath; that is a  
  
designation that belongs to the Shasta people living on  
  
the Klamath River.  
  
Our western boundary lies at Clear Creek on the  
  
Klamath River.  This is according to George Gibbs, who  
  
traveled with the treaty commissioner, McKee (phonetic),  
  
in 1851, and documented the journey in great detail in the  
  
History of Siskiyou County, by Harry L. Wells, 1881, page  
  
144, McKee's Indian Treaties.  
  
McKee next got all the Shastas together and  
  
assigned them for a reservation in the lower end of the  
  
Scott Valley.  This clearly shows that Treaty R was  
  
exclusively with the Shasta people.  
  
We, the Shasta Indian Nation, would like to  
  
publicly state that the QUR does not now, nor ever has,  
  
represented the Shasta people.  
  



In the late 1950s and '60s, the Indian Claims  
 
Commission, Docket Number 333, the Shasta Tribe, led by  
  
Stanley Miller, uncle to our former chairman Larry Doke  
  
 and also great uncle to our secretary, Roy Shelton, sued  
  
the United States government and was recognized as having  
  
a right to participate in a lawsuit.  
  
The Shasta aboriginal territory was  
  
documented, mapped, acknowledged, and paid for during the  
  
suit.  The lawsuit --  
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------------------------------------------- 
From: KSDcomments KSDcomments[SMTP:KSDCOMMENTS@DFG.CA.GOV] 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2011 9:36:18 AM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd 
Subject: Fwd: Dam Removals 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 
 
>>> Tane' Beard <tanesaddress@gmail.com> 11/20/2011 11:12 AM >>> 
November 20, 2011 
 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
via email: KlamathSD@usbr.gov 
 
To all this concerns, 
 
My husband and I are residents of Shasta County and business owners in both 
Siskiyou and Shasta counties. He was raised on the Hupa Indian Reservation and 
has family still residing there. The destruction of the dams has personal and 
economic consequences that affect all of us and all of our voices should be 
heard. 
 
We are opposed to the removal of the dams for a myriad of reasons. We need the 
power generated by the hydroelectric dams. If we do not have access to the 
cheaper electricity we will have to rely on extremely expensive propane where we 
live  and that would put us right out of business. The economy in the North State 
has already been struggling with more severe challenges than in most counties of 
California. We have had a consistently higher unemployment rate  resulting in 
massive business losses and home foreclosures. Those of us trying to hang on 
through this severe downturn cannot bear further increases in our power costs. 
 
In The North State, the runoff from the Cascades and the Trinity mountains pose a 
constant risk of flooding and the dams help to control it. Just look at last 
years rainfall and what that would have meant to the populations in the path of 
the floods without our dams. We stand to lose not only the Indian burial grounds, 
but all of our lands will be at risk. 
 
We need access to good quality water year around not only for all cities in 
California but for  farming and ranching which is how rural areas make their 
living. Do you not remember the drought years? Do you not know that we WILL have 
drought again, just as sure as weather has been cycling for as long as the earth 
has turned? You would have to have been living in a cave to have not heard about 
global warming. We need MORE dams to ease the effects of disastrous droughts that 
we have had in the past. Just take a look the severity of the 2011 Texas drought. 
Do you think it may have eased the losses if they had more dams? What will happen 
to the Salmon then if there is no water? You know what will happen to ranchers 
and farmers, livestock and crops. If we cannot afford to raise your food then 
what? You going to look to China to raise your food too? 
 

mailto:[SMTP:KSDCOMMENTS@DFG.CA.GOV]
mailto:tanesaddress@gmail.com
mailto:KlamathSD@usbr.gov


Who will really benefit by the destruction of the dams? The propane and natural 
gas industrialists? The few who own water rights ? Are they the ones behind this? 
 
Your plans would be catastrophic to our communities, but more importantly they 
will have long reaching effects on the entire state economy, making a recovery 
even more elusive. The dismantling will bring jobs you say? They are TEMPORARY. 
It will cost how many more jobs and businesses in the long term? THINK. Why would 
Federal agencies step into our business and destroy such a critical element of 
our daily lives? What are they thinking? 
 
Create jobs by managing better. Build ladders and more fish hatcheries, leave our 
dams alone! Help us to stop this now! 
 
 
Charles and Tane Horner 
 
Palo Cedro, CA 
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Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez 
November 18, 2011 
Page - 2 

Project Improvement Act, Public Law 102-575, Section 3406(b)(23) (Oct. 30, 1992), that the 
United States has a federal trust responsibility to restore and maintain the fishery trust resources 
of the Hoopa Valley Tribe to specified standards. Those standards are recognized in federal law 
and have become a legal mandate. The Hoopa Valley Tribe's rights are unique. This is unlike 
the situation where several tribes signed a single treaty reserving rights in common. While other 
tribes in the Klamath Basin also have water and fishing rights, our rights are distinct in scope, 
derive from different authorities, and must be treated separately. 

The fish and water resources of the Klamath River Basin have been severely and 
adversely affected by the federal authorization, construction, and operation ofthe Klamath 
Reclamation Project and the Klamath Hydroelectric Project upstream of the Hoopa Valley 
Reservation. The impacts associated with blocked fish passage, nutrient enrichment, loss of 
habitat, and inadequate in stream flows due to the authorization, construction, and operation of 
the Klamath Reclamation Project and the Klamath Hydroelectric Project have contributed to the 
listing ofthe Southern OregonINorthern California coast (SONCC) coho salmon and its critical 
habitat under the Endangered Species Act. 

The Tribe has actively participated in all proceedings relating to the re-licensing of the 
Klamath Hydroelectric Project before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and 
proceedings to enforce operation of the Klamath Reclamation Project in compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act and other applicable law. Protection of the Klamath and Trinity Rivers 
and the aquatic resources therein is of vital importance to the Hoopa Valley Tribe. 

The Tribe participated in settlement negotiations leading to the Klamath Hydroelectric 
Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA). Although 
the Tribe favors the removal of the dams of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project for the purposes 
of improving water quality and restoring fish passage on the Klamath River, the Tribe did not 
sign, and enacted a resolution in opposition to the KHSA. The Tribe opposes the KHSA as 
drafted because it does not require the removal of any dams, but instead establishes an uncertain 
planning process that could potentially lead to commencement of dam removal in 2020 subject 
to the achievement of numerous contingent events that include, but are not limited to: 
(a) enactment of federal legislation; (b) California voter approval of a $250 million bond 
package; (c) an affirmative determination by the Secretary ofInterior that dam removal is in the 
public interest; and (d) separate concurrences by the states of California and Oregon that dam 
removal is in the public interest. To date, none of these contingencies have occurred. 

The Tribe also opposes the KHSA because it suspends the FERC re-licensing proceeding, 
suspends the State of California and Oregon water quality certification proceedings, and permits 
the licensee PacifiCorp to continue operation of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project on terms of 
annual licenses until at least 2020. The KHSA also fails to provide for interim license measures 
that will bring the Project into compliance with current state, federal, tribal environmental laws, 
or applicable water quality standards, or that will adequately mitigate fishery impacts associated 
with operation of the Project. 
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The Tribe also did not sign, and enacted a resolution in opposition to, the KBRA because 
the KBRA conflicts with tribal sovereignty, violates trust duties owed to the Hoopa Valley Tribe 
by the United States, subordinates tribal water and fishing rights in favor of junior non-Indian 
irrigation interests without tribal consent, provides inadequate flows for the protection of tribal 
trust resources, offers a speculative and unfunded program for fishery restoration and water 
conservation, encourages unsustainable use of groundwater in the Upper Klamath Basin, fails 
to abate acute nutrient pollution problems and is not based on best available, peer reviewed 
science. The Tribe also objects to the linkage of the KHSA and the KBRA. 

Here, as in all other proceedings related to protection of the Klamath and Trinity Rivers, 
the Tribe is committed to ensuring that the United States and its respective departments and 
agencies fulfill their duties to the Tribe and to the Klamath and Trinity Rivers in accordance with 
applicable law, including NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, Federal Power 
Act, and the federal government's trust responsibility to the Hoopa Valley Tribe. 

Comments on Draft EISIEIR 

The DEIS Contains An Incomplete Evaluation ofAlternatives, Fails to Evaluate the 
Impacts of the KBRA, and Ultimately Fails to Meet the Purpose of NEP A and CEQA 
to Facilitate Informed Decision-Making and Public Participation. 

The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review process is two-fold: 
"First, it places upon [the action] agency the obligation to consider every significant aspect 
of the environmental impact of a proposed action. Second, it ensures that the agency will 
inform the public that it has indeed considered environmental concerns in its decision­
making process." Kern v. United States Bureau ofLand Management, 284 F 3d 1062, 1066 
(9th Cir. 2002). See also Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 
(1989) (NEP A "ensures that the agency, in reaching its decision, will have available, and 
will carefully consider, detailed information concerning significant environmental impacts; 
it also guarantees that the relevant information will be made available to the larger audience 
that may also playa role in both the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that 
decision."); Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomas, 137 F.3d 1146, 1149 (9th Cir. 1997) 
(same); Columbia Basin Protection Ass 'n v. Schlesinger, 643 F.2d 585, 592 (9th Cir. 1981) 
("[T]he preparation of an EIS ensures that other officials, Congress, and the public can 
evaluate the environmental consequences independently."). Ultimately, an EIS does not 
satisfy NEP A unless "its form, content, and preparation substantially (1) provide decision­
makers with an environmental disclosure sufficiently detailed to aid in the substantive 
decision whether to proceed with the project in light of its environmental consequences, 
and (2) make available to the public, information of the proposed project's environmental 
impacts and encourage participation in the development of that information." Trout 
Unlimited v. Morton, 509 F.2d 1276, 1283 (9th Cir. 1974). 

The DEIS here fails to meet the standards set forth above primarily through its failure to 
adequately disclose and evaluate the impacts associated with the KBRA. As the DEIS confirms, 
the KBRA is a connected and interdependent action. Yet, the DEIS does not adequately disclose 
the impacts of the KBRA. Nor does the DEIS consider or evaluate alternatives to the KBRA. 
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The DEIS misleads the public and the decision-makers to believe that the KBRA is an agreement 
that will result in fishery protection and environmental restoration. The DEIS continually makes 
the incorrect statement that the KBRA "limits" irrigation water diversions below levels currently 
allowed by law. In fact, the KBRA will result in inadequate (and unlawful) flows for fish at 
critical times of dry water years, will result in a historic tennination of the United States 
responsibilities to Indian tribes in the Klamath basin, will tum Western water law on its head 
by subordinating senior tribal water rights to junior irrigation interests, and will support 
otherwise unsustainable consumptive agricultural practices through hundreds of millions of 
dollars in public subsidies. In addition, the DEIS fails to infonn the public and the decision­
makers that any benefits that could derive from the KBRA for fish are speculative at best, given 
the need for congressional authorization and appropriations of funding that are not likely to 
occur. 

The Tribe believes that dam removal is necessary and in the public interest. 
Improvements in water quality, volitional fish passage, and a free-flowing Klamath River are 
critical to support the Tribe and the river that runs through its homeland. However, the benefits 
of dam removal will not be achieved if tied to the KBRA. The proposed action may lead to a 
river without dams, but with the KBRA it will also lead to a river without sufficient water in the 
river for fish at critical times of the year. The impacts of the KBRA's guaranteed diversions and 
associated tribal trust violations will not be evaluated in subsequent NEP A processes. The 
public, the Governors, the Departmental decision-makers, and Congress need to be made fully 
aware of the consequences of, and alternatives to, the KBRA. The DEIS fails in that regard. 

II. 	 The Purpose and Need Statement Should Delete Reference to Consistency with the 

KBRA. 


CEQ Regulation 1502.13 requires that an EIS "briefly specify the underlying purpose 
and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed 
action." As stated in the DEIS, the purpose and need statement "is a critical part of the 
environmental review process because it helps to set the overall direction of an EIS/EIR, identify 
the range of reasonable alternatives, and focus the scope of analysis." Final Alternatives Report, 
p.2-1. 

The DEIS describes the purpose of the Proposed Action as follows: "to achieve a free 
flowing river condition and full volitional fish passage as well as other goals expressed in the 
KHSA and KBRA." The need is described as: "to advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries 
in the Klamath Basin consistent with the KHSA and the connected KBRA." The Department 
should delete the references to consistency with the KHSA and KBRA. This EIS is being 
prepared to infonn the Secretary of the Interior and the Governors of the States of Oregon and 
California whether "Facilities Removal (i) will advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries of 
the Klamath Basin, and (ii) is in the public interest, which includes but is not limited to 
consideration of potential impacts on affected local communities and Tribes." KHSA, Sec. 
3.3.1; DEIS, p. ES-2. Consistency with the KBRA is not a factor in the Secretarial 
Detennination or the Governors' concurrence and should not guide the selection of alternatives 
here. 
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As the Tribe warned in its July 14 scoping comments, tying the purpose and need of 
the Proposed Action to KBRA implementation has resulted in an unreasonably narrow, and 
unlawful, alternatives analysis. As discussed in more detail below, an alternative that removes 
all four facilities without execution and implementation of the KBRA would achieve the purpose 
of "a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish passage" and would "advance 
restoration of the salmonid fisheries" and would be in the public interest. In addition, such an 
alternative would be feasible. However, by requiring consistency with the KBRA in the purpose 
and need statement, the Department was unable or unwilling to consider a nO-KBRA alternative. 
See Final Alternatives Report, Section 2.3, Chapter 4 (establishing consistency with KBRA as 
factor for screening alternatives). 

III. 	 The Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply With Requirements ofNEPA and CEQA. 

The alternatives analysis is the "heart of the environmental impact statement." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1502.14. The EIS must "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives," and "devote substantial treatment to each alternative ... so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits," including "reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction 
of the lead agency. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a),(b),(c); see also 43 C.F.R § 46.420(c) (defining 
"range of alternatives"). 

The CEQ publication "NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions" confirms that in 
establishing a reasonable range of alternatives, "the emphasis is on what is 'reasonable' rather 
than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular 
alternative." Question 2a. The CEQ pUblication adds that "an alternative that is outside the 
legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable .... 
Alternatives that are outside the scope of what Congress has approved or funded must still be 
evaluated in the EIS if they are reasonable, because the EIS may serve as the basis for modifying 
the Congressional approval or funding in light ofNEPA's goals and policies." Question 2b. 

For the reasons discussed below, the alternatives analysis in the DEIS is deficient: 

A. 	 The Description of the No-Action Alternative Is Inaccurate and Misleading and 
Does Not Facilitate Informed Decision-Making. 

The alternatives analysis in an EIS is required to evaluate a No-Action Alternative. 
40 C.F.R. § 1502.14( d). The No-Action Alternative is required to discuss both the existing 
conditions "as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
the project were not approved." CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2). The DEIS states that 
"[f]or the purposes of this analysis, the No Action/No Project Alternative will continue current 
operations with the Four Facilities remaining in place and PacifiCorp operating under the current 
annual license." DEIS, at ES-21. This is an inaccurate and misleading description of what 
would happen in the event of no-action, or a negative Secretarial Determination. As a result, the 
decision-makers and the public have not been presented with an accurate No-Action Alternative 
to compare with the other alternatives. 
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In the event of a negative Secretarial Determination or adoption of the "No-Action" 
alternative the FERC licensing process will resume. All events in the FERC licensing process 
have been completed except for the completion of the Section 401 water quality certification 
(which is currently contractually barred from completion under the KHSA). If the KHSA and 
KBRA terminate, the States would resume the certification process and a new FERC license 
would issue "in the foreseeable future." Indeed, the California State Water Resources Control 
Board Resolution No. 2011-0038, adopted August 16, 20 II, makes clear that the Water Board 
expects that the environmental review process here "will facilitate completion of the State Water 
Board's 401 certification process for the relicensing proceeding should that become necessary 
because the Secretarial Determination does not occur by April 30, 2012." 

The Departments ofInterior and Commerce have already prescribed final and binding 
conditions pursuant to Section 4(e) and 18 of the Federal Power Act (including volitional 
fishway prescriptions) which must be included in the new license. Escondido Mut. Water Co. v. 
La Jolla Band ofMission Indians, 466 U.S. 765 (1984) (FERC must include the Departments 
mandatory conditions and prescriptions); City ofTacoma v. FERC, 460 F.3d 53 (D.C. Cif. 2006) 
(same). 

It is not correct that the Klamath Hydroelectric Project would continue operating on 
annual licenses, with no protective terms and conditions, for "the foreseeable future" in the event 
that the KHSA terminates. The foreseeable No-Action scenario is not perpetual operation of the 
Klamath Hydroelectric Project under a long-expired license. Instead, the foreseeable No-Action 
scenario is one in which the Klamath Project is re-licensed, subject to the Departments 
mandatory Section 4( e) and 18 conditions and fish way prescriptions, as well as any conditions 
imposed under the authority of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act for compliance with water 
quality standards of the States of Oregon and California, and the Hoopa Valley Tribe. 

By failing to describe the reasonably foreseeable No-Action scenario, the DEIS 
artificially makes the proposed action (dam removal plus KBRA implementation) seem more 
attractive than it really is. A properly framed No-Action alternative would describe issuance of, 
and project operations under, a FERC license that provided volitional passage and compliance 
with state and tribal water quality standards. In addition, the KBRA and its guaranteed water 
diversions and tribal claim waivers would not occur. Thus, the Klamath Reclamation Project 
would continue to be managed in accordance with existing and future limitations on diversion 
required by the Endangered Species Act and other applicable law. 

The problems associated with the No-Action Alternative, as currently framed, are evident 
in the discussion of water quality impacts. The evaluation of the No-Action Alternative, in 
Section 3.2's discussion of water quality repeatedly states that the "continued impoundment of 
water at the Four Facilities under the No ActionlNo Project alternative would result in no change 
from existing conditions." This statement rests on the erroneous premise that the Project would 
be allowed to continue operating out of compliance with state and tribal water quality standards. 
In fact, under a properly framed No-Action Alternative, the FERC process would resume and the 
States of Oregon and California, and the Hoopa Valley Tribe, would impose conditions on 
continued operation designed to ensure compliance with the applicable standards. Under 
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existing federal and state law, the Project could not be permitted to continue operating in a 
manner that violated the applicable water quality standards. 

In summary, continued un-mitigated operation of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project is 
not likely, foreseeable, or reasonable if Facilities Removal fails to occur pursuant to the KHSA 
process. The No-Action Alternative should be modified to reflect the likely outcome of a 
resumption of the FERC licensing process. 

B. 	 Analysis of the Proposed Action Alternative Is Inadequate Because It Fails to 
Evaluate the Effects of the KBRA's Guaranteed Minimum Irrigation Diversions 
on the Fishery. 

The Proposed Action is described as Facilities Removal (i.e., decommissioning and 
removal oflron Gate Dam, Copco Dams 1 and 2, and J.e. Boyle Dam). The Department 
considers the KBRA to be connected to the Proposed Action; however, the DEIS and its 
supporting documents confirm that less water will be available for flows at Iron Gate Dam under 
the Proposed Action (i.e. Reclamation (2011), pages 6-9 and 6-10; Figure 1) but do not actually 
evaluate or disclose the adverse consequences to water flow and the fishery that will result from 
federal execution and implementation of the KBRA. Hydrology modeling in Reclamation 
(2011) shows that flows under the Proposed Action will be 200 - 400 cfs less than what would 
otherwise be available under the No Action alternative. Additionally, both the Proposed Action 
and the No Action alternative fall consistently short of the instream flow recommendations in 
Hardy et al. (2006), except during extremely wet hydrologic conditions (Figure 2). The DEIS 
must fully disclose to the decision-makers and to the public that dam removal tied to the KBRA 
will not achieve the goals of fishery restoration, because there will not be water of sufficient 
quantity and quality left in the river for the fish at critical times in dry water years. 

Both before the KBRA and KHSA were signed, and throughout this NEP A process, the 
Hoopa Valley Tribe has urged that modeling be completed which compares the water flows 
needed for fish restoration to those projected to become available under the KBRA. For 
example, in Additional Modeling and Analytical Work Needed (February 5, 2008), the Hoopa 
Valley Tribe and others urged modeling "that will achieve modified Hardy II Iron Gate flow 
targets.... [and determine] the Project diversions allowable while meeting April 1 through 
September 30 Hardy II Iron Gate flow targets." The document further requested "a written 
procedure for operationalizing the Hardy II flows.... intended to help determine the amounts 
that will be available for diversion in time steps throughout the summer and winter months." 

On June 16, 2009, Hoopa Tribal Fisheries Director, Mike Orcutt, wrote to Associate 
Deputy Secretary of the Interior, Laura Davis, urging the Department "to conduct the additional 
analyses discussed ... to illuminate the feasibility of KBRA water management schemes ... .in 
advance of final federal decision-making and before KBRA legislation is introduced in 
Congress." On July 2,2009, Hoopa Tribal Chairman Leonard E. Masten also wrote to Associate 
Deputy Secretary of the Interior, Laura Davis, urging completion of modeling and noting that 
"[s]uch modeling was also requested in the February 5,2008, list of studies that we previously 
sent you." In response, Associate Deputy Secretary Laura Davis, on September 11,2009, 
reported that work had been done "to identify additional scientific analyses that may better 
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infonn review of the draft KBRA." Ms. Davis referred to the February 5, 2008, request and said 
"[o]ther issues will be addressed by additional modeling described above." Nevertheless, the 
DBIS fails to disclose any modeling of implementation of the Hardy II flows recommended for 
fish restoration and does not examine how such flows could be operationalized to pennit 
continued water diversions for the irrigation project. 

The OBIS also misrepresents the facts, unsuccessfully attempting to claim the KBRA will 
be better for fish. For example, page 3.3-99 references Hetrick et a1. (2009), citing that fall-run 
Chinook under "KBRA type flows showed the greatest benefits in years when production was 
low." This summary conclusion in Hetrick et al. 2009 is stated in the Anadromous Fish 
Production section under PRE-DAM results. Modeling results for POST-DAM removal did not 
state the same result regarding the ratio ofbenefits to production in low production years 
(Hetrick et al. 2009). 
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Figure 1. Comparison of 90% exceedance discharge at Iron Gate Dam for the 
OBIS Proposed Action, OBIS No Action, Hardy et al. (2006) and the NMFS 
Biological Opinion (20 I 0). Note dry year Proposed Action flows are well below 
thresholds established in the NMFS Biological Opinion (2010) and Hardy et al. 
(2006) during most months, and especially during November through February. 
Chinook fry emerging beginning in December (Hardy et al. 2006) will be affected 
by insufferably low winter flows. 
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Figure 2. Hardy et al. (2006) Iron Gate Dam instream flow recommendation 
water volumes compared to both DEIS alternatives. Both the Proposed Action 
and No Action are well below Hardy et al. (2006) recommendations for in stream 
fisheries needs in all exceedance year types except during extremely wet annual 
hydrologic conditions. 

Throughout the DEIS, the effect of the KBRA Water Diversion "Limitation" is 
inaccuratel y described. For example, page ES-19 states that a key outcome of the KBRA is that 
the Klamath Reclamation Project's water users have agreed to "accept reduced water deliveries." 
At page 3.7-19, the DEIS states that "the Water Diversions Limitations program (KBRA Section 
15.1) would reduce the availability of surface water for irrigation on Reclamation's Klamath 
Project to 100,000 acre-feet less than the demand in the driest years to protect mainstem flows." 
Similarly, page 3.8-20 states "Water Diversions Limitations would be implemented during dry 
years to increase flows for fisheries by reducing Reclamation's Klamath Project Diversion up 
stream of approximately 100,000 acre-feet."J Both ofthese statements are completely false. Not 
only is 100,000 acre-feet not reduced from current demand, the DEIS's Proposed Action's 
modeled water volume falls well below ESA requirements established in the 2010 National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biological Opinion (Figure 3) for dry water year types. A 
comparison of required versus available water volume totals for the January through December 
time period reveals water volumes established in the 2010 NMFS Biological Opinion would not 
be met in four out of six water year types (66%). None of the sections referring to the mythical 
100,000 acre-feet or any other part of the DEIS, reveals that the existing legal limitations in the 

1 We find it unusual that the reference to this mysterious 100,000 acre feet water volume 
savings first appears in an earlier draft of Hetrick, et al. (2009) but is not included in the Final 
version of the same report. 
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applicable Biological Opinions independently prevent the Project from satisfying irrigation 
demand in dry years. The analysis of the KBRA flows in the DEIS appears to rely on irrigator 
water usage from years prior to BiOp implementation. The large irrigation diversions noted in 
the OBIS occurred prior to the BiOp and are illegal now under the ESA. The KBRA would 
change that by guaranteeing a minimum diversion for irrigators to the detriment, not the benefit, 
offish. 
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Figure 3. DEIS Proposed Action water volume2 shortages when compared to 
volumes required to satisfy the 2010 NMFS Biological Opinion3 for January 
through December volumes. Volumes are calculated from Iron Gate Dam 
releases. 

The purported "limitation" on diversions in the KBRA is nothing of the kind and will 
actually work to negate benefits of dam removal. The purpose of the KBRA is not to limit 
diversions, but to guarantee a firm minimum amount ofwater for irrigation diversions that 
exceeds currently legal levels. Those diversions, which under the KBRA would be 330,000 to 

2 DEIS Proposed Action water volumes were calculated from exceedance tables presented 
in Appendix F of (Reclamation 2011). 

3 2010 NMFS Biological Opinion water volumes were calculated from Table 18 of 
(NMFS 2010). 
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385,000 acre-feet per year, would trump the in-stream flow needs offish and other aquatic 
organisms, especially in drier water years (Figure 4). DEIS hydrology model results indicate that 
the Proposed Action will result in a buffering of Agricultural Supply water volumes in dry years 
above what would otherwise be available. Meanwhile, the river suffers a penalty of a volume 
reduction that violates the 2010 NMFS Biological Opinion (Figure 3). While the DEIS states 
ESA compliance will continue, it fails to describe how this will be achieved given the clear 
shortage ofwater volume under the KBRA. The United States would be legally obligated to 
defend the irrigators' diversion rights against the interests of fish and Indian tribes in the 
Klamath Basin. The KBRA thus subordinates senior tribal rights to water for fish in favor of 
junior irrigation interests. In the case of the Hoopa Valley Tribe, this subordination occurs 
without the Tribe's consent effectively tenninating Interior's trust obligation to the Tribe in 
this context. The DEIS leaves the wrong impression that the KBRA limits irrigation diversions 
below the level that can lawfully occur under the existing BiOp. 

Comparison Between No Action and Dam Removal 
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Figure 4. The DEIS Proposed Action favors Agricultural Supply in dry years, 
providing a guarantee ofmore water than would be available under the No Action 
Alternative, which includes the flow requirements established in the 2010 NMFS 
Biological Opinion. Conversely, the river is penalized by a decrease in available 
water under the Proposed Action. Adapted from Reclamation (2011), page 6-18. 
This modeling comparison does not indicate irrigation will be reduced by 100,000 
acre feet from current demand, as erroneously represented in the DEIS (i.e. page 
3.7-19). 
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Analysis of the KBRA's guaranteed diversions shows that water flows in the vicinity of 
Iron Gate Dam would frequently fail to meet the requirements ofthe NMFS Biological Opinion 
for protection of salmon in the mainstem Klamath River (Figure 3). The flows in the BiOp are 
those necessary to avoid placing the fish in jeopardy of extinction. The guaranteed diversion of 
330,000 acre-feet for irrigators will, in 66% of water years, leave too little water in the Klamath 
River to meet the requirements of the Coho Salmon BiOp flow requirements (Figure 3). Flows 
under the KBRA (Appendix E-5) will fall to below 450 cfs ifwater years similar to 1992 occur 
in the next 50 years. During the massive fish die-off in 2002 (in which 70,000 adult salmon 
died), flows in the river were 750 cfs. (Guillen 2003, CDFG 2004). 

The Department cannot avoid analyzing the impacts of the diversion limitations in this 
EIS. The commitments related to the diversion limitations will become binding once the 
Secretary of the Interior signs the KBRA. Since the Secretary will be bound to honor the water 
balance and diversion guarantees prescribed in the KBRA upon signing, there will be no point in 
the future at which to analyze the effect of the diversion guarantees under NEPA. The Secretary 
will lack discretion to not honor the diversion guarantees once the necessary conditions are met. 

The Department must analyze the effect ofthe KBRA and its diversion guarantees now. 
The Department concedes that the KHSA and KBRA are interdependent. The Department 
cannot tout the benefits of dam removal while ignoring the harm that will result from the 
associated KBRA. Nor can the Department fail to examine the KBRA water diversion impacts 
by analyzing the KBRA at a "programmatic" level. Examination of the KBRA at a 
programmatic level does not excuse the Department from analyzing and disclosing the known 
impacts associated with the program. The minimum diversions guaranteed by the KBRA are 
known now, will be non-discretionary once the KBRA is executed, have significant impacts 
associated with them, and therefore must be evaluated now. 

C. 	 The Alternatives Analysis is Incorrect in Concluding a The Proposed Action 
Will Result in a Positive Geomorphic Effect 

Fluvial geomorphic function is critical for habitat creation and maintenance for rearing 

and spawning anadromous salmon ids. Geomorphic function is also essential for naturally 

functioning physical processes (i.e. bar development, scour) in a dynamic river system. 

Reclamation (2011) cites the existing condition median bed mobilization flows for Slight and 

Significant Bed Mobilization flows as 9,800 and 15,900 cfs respectively (Table 1). That is, to 

significantly mobilize the bed of the Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam, a median flow of 

15,900 cfs is required. 


Slight Mobilization is defined by Reclamation (2011) as "a small, but measurable, 
sediment transport rate. Armor layer is only minimally disturbed and there may be flushing of 
sand to a depth of the D90." Reclamation (2011) also defines Significant Mobilization as "many 
particles are moving and there is a significant sediment transport rate. Sand is mobilized in the 
interstitial spaces of the bed and to a depth of twice the D90 . The armor layer is significantly 
disturbed. Given these definitions, we believe a Significant Mobilization is required in river 
downstream of Iron Gate Dam to recover geomorphic function and mitigate bed armoring caused 
by Iron Gate Dam, constructed in 1962. While the geomorphic effect of Iron Gate Dam clearly 
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extends beyond the first ten miles downstream, Table 1 includes only mobilization flows for the 
first ten river miles, for discussion purposes. 

Slight Bed Significant Bed 
Mobilization Flow (cfs) Mobilization Flow (cfs) 

Reach River Low Median High Low Median High 
Mile 

Bogus Creek to 190.33­ 7,000 9,800 13,100 11,500 15,900 21,300 
Willow Creek 185.83 
Willow Creek to 185.23­ 7,700 9,800 13,100 12,500 17,200 22,900 
Cottonwood Creek 182.95 
Cottonwood Creek to 182.95­ 5,900 8,400 11,300 9,700 13,800 18,400 
Shasta River 179.17 

Table 1. Bed mobilization flow requirements for the ten miles of river below Iron 
Gate Dam (Bogus Creek to the Shasta River). Mobilization flows reported in 
Reclamation (2011). River miles reported in Ayers (1999). Median discharge 
required for the first 4.5 miles downstream of Iron Gate Dam in bold for 
discussion purposes (see text). 

The modeled hydrology for the period between 2011 and 2061 does not meet the flow 
threshold for a Significant Bed Mobilization flow (15,900 cfs) even once (Figure 5). As a result, 
the reaches downstream of Iron Gate Dam will suffer in their ability to recover from the harmful 
effects caused by sediment starvation and bed armoring over the past fifty years. Because 
neither the Proposed Action nor No Action Alternatives meet the geomorphic needs of the 
Klamath River downstream of Iron Gate Dam, additional flow management provisions will be 
required to ensure adequate geomorphic recovery. The additional coarse sediment provided by 
the upstream Iron Gate Reservoir will not be a benefit if there is not sufficient flow to mobilize it 
downstream over time. 

Reclamation (2011) is incorrect when it concludes, "It is expected that the reach between 
Iron Gate and Cottonwood Creek will have improved habitat function under the Dam Removal 
Alternative than under the No Action Alternative." Reclamation (2011) bases this future­
condition geomorphic assessment off the Slight and not Significant Mobilization threshold. 
Given a Slight Mobilization event will do little more than flush sand (as defined by 
Reclamation), we find this conclusion in error. 

Reclamation (2011) also asserts that the return period for future sediment mobilization 
flows will decrease - sediment is predicted to mobilize more frequently. We also find this 
conclusion incorrect. Reclamation's (2011) model results for reach average Dso (coarse 
sediment) for the short distance between Iron Gate and Bogus Creek actually coarsens post-dam 
removal, while the Willow Creek to Bogus Creek reach does decrease in grain size slightly. The 
Cottonwood Creek to Willow Creek reach shows the greatest shift in grain size, but the Shasta to 
Cottonwood reach indicates no change in grain size. Given grain sizes for these reaches are not 
consistently (or significantly) trending downward, we find it dubious that the modeled return 
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period (for a Slight Mobilization event) would actually decrease, as predicted by Reclamation 
(2011) and the DElS. Model results for the Significant Mobilization return period would have 
been far different, resulting in a longer return period likely only to be met during extreme flood 
conditions (Le. 100-year floods). 
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Figure 5. Modeled Iron Gate Discharge 2011-2061 contrasted with the median 
threshold (15,900 cfs) for Significant Bed Mobilization, which is never achieved. 
The low threshold for Significant Bed Mobilization (11,500 cfs) and the median 
threshold for Slight Bed Mobilization (9,800 cfs) is met only once in the fifty year 
forecast. Adapted from Reclamation (2011). 

D. 	 The Alternatives Analysis Is Inadequate Because It Fails To Evaluate A 
No-KBRA Alternative. 

The EIS must evaluate an alternative of full Facilities Removal without execution or 
implementation of the KBRA. The omission ofa Facilities RemovallNo-KBRA alternative in 
the EIS renders it out of compliance with NEP A, because the No-KBRA alternative is both 
feasible and would be the alternative most likely to result in restoration of the fishery. Under this 
scenario, Klamath Hydroelectric Project dams would be removed, but diversions to the Klamath 
Reclamation Project would continue to be managed under currently applicable laws, such as the 
ESA, without the guaranteed diversions prescribed by the KBRA. The purpose of volitional 

http:clc�'.Jt
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passage and a free flowing river would be achieved and the flows would continue to be managed 
for the fish first, and irrigation second. 

It is clear that the failure to analyze a No-KBRA alternative violates NEPA and CEQA 
requirements. The No-KBRA is both a reasonable and a feasible alternative. The Department's 
own analysis concedes that the No-KBRA alternative would (i) remove dams to allow the river 
to flow freely; (ii) provide for full volitional fish passage; (iii) provide access to more of the 
watershed; (iv) create a free-flowing river, which would reduce quality concerns within existing 
reservoirs; and (v) is technically feasible. Final Alternatives Report, Section 4.2.8. 

The DE IS contends that it is reasonable to not evaluate the no-KBRA alternative because 
that alternative "does not meet the purpose and need under NEP A." But, as stated above, it is 
improper to tie the KBRA to dam removal. The purpose of the EIS evaluation is to determine 
what is best for the fish and the health of the river. Agricultural subsidies and guaranteed 
irrigation diversions have little to do with that analysis. Also, the failure to evaluate a no-KBRA 
alternative deprives the decision-makers and the public of the information needed to determine if 
the no-KBRA alternative would better achieve the fishery and river-restoration goals, and 
without the need for $1 billion in subsidies, fundamental changes in existing law, and 
termination of tribal trust interests. The need to evaluate a no-KBRA alternative is especially 
important in light of the fact that the KBRA and KHSA require Congressional authorizations. 
Evaluation in this EIS of dam removal without the KBRA and its associated problems would 
assist the decision-makers in determining the best course of action. 

E. 	 The Alternatives Analysis is Inadequate Because It Fails to Evaluate a Federal 
Takeover Alternative. 

The EIS must evaluate an alternative in which the Secretary does not render a 
Determination pursuant to the terms of the KHSA, but rather exercises authority to takeover the 
Klamath Hydroelectric Project pursuant to Section 14 of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. § 807 
and/or supplemental Congressional authorization. Like the dam removal/no-KBRA alternative, 
this alternative would achieve the goals of volitional fish passage, improved water quality, and a 
free-flowing river without the harmful consequences and expense of the KBRA. The Final 
Alternatives Report, Section 4.2.13, contends that the Federal Takeover alternative is not 
superior to the Proposed Action because dam removal would occur on generally the same time­
frame under both alternatives. There is no support for this statement. The KHSA artificially 
delays commencement of dam removal until 2020 or later solely to benefit the private 
hydropower licensee that has been operating on the terms of an expired 1950's era-license since 
2006. There is simply no justifiable basis to allow PacifiCorp to continue its unmitigated 
operation of the Klamath Project for another decade. A federal takeover alternative, similar to 
that successfully implemented on the Lower Elwha River in Washington State, could disregard 
the KHSA terms solely designed to benefit the private licensee and commence dam removal 
years earlier for the benefit of the river and its resources. 
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F. 	 The Alternatives Analysis Is Inadequate Because It Fails to Evaluate, or Even 
Consider Evaluation of the Water Quality Improvement Strategy Alternative 
Recommended by the Tribe in Scoping. or Any Alternative That Will Ensure 
Compliance With Hoopa Valley Tribe Water Quality Standards. 

In its July 20 I 0 scoping comments, the Tribe recommended evaluation of a Dam 
RemovallWater Quality Improvement Strategy alternative that would replace the KBRA 
measures with an alternative approach consisting ofrefilling Lower Klamath Lake using Lost 
River winter water, somewhat expanding the footprint ofTule Lake, and restoring riparian zones 
along the entire lower Lost River and Keno Reach of the Klamath River. The Tribe's scoping 
comments referenced the Klamath Basin Trial Water Quality Work Group comments on the 
Klamath River TMDL, found at http://www.schlosserlawfiles.com/-hoopaJLostRiverTMDL.pdf. 
The DEIS fails to address this proposed alternative or provide any explanation for why it was not 
evaluated. 

The DEIS, as drafted, fails to evaluate any alternative that will result in full compliance 
with Hoopa Valley Tribe water quality standards. Section 3.2 notes the existence of applicable 
water quality standards enacted by the Hoopa Valley Tribe, but fails to adequately address 
whether the Proposed Action of dam removal with associated implementation ofKBRA flows, 
(or some other alternative) will ensure compliance with the tribal standards. We attach the 
Patrick Higgins, tfKHSA and KBRA Likelihood of Meeting Hoopa Valley Tribe Klamath River 
Water Quality Standards" (October 6, 2011), which details this problem. In fact, certain 
statements in the EIS confirm that the Proposed Action will continue to result in violations of 
Hoopa standards. See page 3.2-103 (stating that Total Nitrogen (TN) levels will continue to 
exceed Hoopa objectives). 

G. 	 The Alternatives Analysis Is Inadequate Because It Fails to Evaluate Any 
Alternatives to the KBRA. 

The proposed action assumes that the KBRA will be executed and implemented. The 
proposed action assumes that the KBRA is an interdependent component of a comprehensive 
program to restore the Klamath River. Yet, in addition to failing to consider an alternative in 
which dams are removed without the KBRA, the DEIS also fails to consider or evaluate any 
substantive alternatives to the KBRA. The execution of the KBRA, as argued throughout these 
comments, is a major federal action with significant known environmental impacts. The failure 
to fully evaluate the impacts of, and alternatives to, the KBRA is a violation ofNEPA. 

Assertions that the impacts ofthe KBRA will be evaluated at a later time are incorrect 
given the non-discretionary nature of many of those programs, such as the diversion guarantees. 
In addition, the proposed legislation attached as an Exhibit to the KBRA and KHSA would 
exempt the KBRA execution from NEP A review. Ofcourse, that legislation has not been 
enacted (or even introduced) and thus the Department has a currently binding obligation to 
review the KBRA under NEP A. The public, Congress, and decision-makers in the Department 
must receive the benefit ofa thorough alternatives analysis which considers the pros and cons of 
the KBRA and whether there are alternative approaches that would achieve the river restoration 
goals with less impact. 

http://www.schlosserlawfiles.com/-hoopaJLostRiverTMDL.pdf
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IV. 	 The EIS Fails to Evaluate the Impacts of the Proposals for Legislation, Which Are 
An Express Prerequisite of the KBRA and KHSA. 

NEP A requires that federal agencies prepare an environmental impact statement for 
"every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation ... significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C). In this case, the action being 
analyzed is specifically tied to and dependent on enactment of federal legislation containing 
specific elements proposed by the Department and other parties to the KHSA and KBRA. 
Pursuant to Section 3.3.4 of the KHSA, the Secretary will be barred from rendering any 
detennination on dam removal unless Congress first enacts "federal legislation, which ... is 
materially consistent with Appendix E [of the KHSA]." Appendix E of the KHSA is entitled 
"Elements for the Proposed Federal Legislation" and contains a detailed list of specific proposed 
elements for legislation related to both the KBRA and the KHSA. Even if the Secretary 
detennines that dam removal is clearly in the public interest, will restore fisheries, and provide 
for a free-flowing river, the Secretary cannot, consistent with the KHSA, make any public 
detennination about the benefits of dam removal unless the proposed legislation is enacted. 

There are significant environmental consequences that will flow from the enactment of 
the KHSA and especially the KBRA that require complete analysis in the EIS. Of most 
significance are the effects associated with the guaranteed minimum diversions of the KBRA, the 
impacts of the $1 billion in subsidies that encourage unsustainable agricultural practices, impacts 
on the Trinity River Restoration Program, and the historic tennination of tribal trust rights. 
Given that the enactment of the proposed legislation is a direct prerequisite to the Secretary's 
detennination in this proceeding, the EIS must fully evaluate the impacts associated with the 
proposals for legislation that would authorize implementation of the KHSA and KBRA. 

The proposed legislation, and execution of the KBRA, would also undennine 
enforcement and compliance with the Endangered Species Act. Although the EIS repeatedly 
states that the KBRA programs, and the irrigation diversions by the Klamath Reclamation 
Project, would need to comply with the ESA, this is clearly inconsistent with the text of the 
KBRA, which is designed to constrain NMFS and USFWS ability to protect threatened and 
endangered species. See KBRA, Sections 21.3.1 and 22.4. The objective of the parties under the 
KBRA is that reductions in flows to irrigators below those prescribed in the KBRA "will be a 
last and temporary resort to prevent jeopardy under the [ESA]." KBRA, § 21.3.1.B.ii.c. This 
objective is plainly inconsistent with the science (which shows flow to be the most significant 
factor affecting fish health) and the law (which mandates that the agencies protect endangered 
and threatened species based on the best available science). 

Since Congress is not limited by the tenns of the KBRA and KHSA, an EIS that 

accurately and completely describes and evaluates the full suite of reasonable and feasible 

alternatives, including a dam removal/no-KBRA alternative and a federal takeover and 

decommissioning alternative, is critical. 
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V. 	 The DEIS Fails To Adequately Evaluate and Disclose the Impacts of the KBRA, 
and Overstates Its Potential Benefits, Precluding Informed Public Participation and 
Decision-Making. 

The DE IS states that the KBRA is a connected action requiring analysis under NEPA. 
It is true that the KHSA and KBRA have been drafted as interdependent components of a larger 
plan relating to Klamath Basin restoration. Although the DEIS states that the KBRA is a 
connected action, the DE IS then fails to adequately describe or evaluate its impacts. Even if the 
KBRA is evaluated at a more general, programmatic, level, the EIS still must evaluate those 
aspects ofthe KBRA that have known or foreseeable impacts, in addition to any components that 
will not be evaluated under NEP A in the future. Describing the KBRA as "programmatic" does 
not excuse the Department from actually evaluating the known impacts of the KBRA that are 
ripe for evaluation. 

Some of the key elements of the KBRA that are not adequately described and evaluated 
are the minimum guaranteed water diversions, the potential impacts on the Trinity River 
Restoration Program, and the unconsented subordination and waiver of trust obligations relating 
to tribal water rights. There will not be any future NEP A analysis of the impacts of the 
guaranteed water diversions because implementation of those diversions will be non­
discretionary; therefore, a full analysis must occur now prior to approval and execution of the 
KBRA. The DEIS also improperly assumes that the various fisheries restoration and other 
programs are likely to occur when, in fact, those programs depend entirely on funding from 
Congress that is unlikely to materialize. In summary, the impacts of the KBRA are either not 
evaluated or minimized, while the benefits of the KBRA are made to appear more certain than 
they actually are. The public and decision-makers need to be made aware that approval of the 
KBRA could result in a scenario in which dam removal occurs, but there is insufficient water left 
in the river for fish to survive and the promised programs for fisheries fail to materialize. 

Due to the need for substantial Congressional appropriations, the purported benefits of 
the KBRA are highly speculative, especially in today's political climate. The DEIS fails to 
adequately discuss the likely scenario in which the purported benefits from the KBRA are not 
achieved due to lack ofCongressional funding. The KHSA and KBRA were signed in early 
20 I 0 and their implementation expressly depends on the enactment of federal legislation. Yet, 
we now approach the end of 20 11 with no legislation even introduced. With good reason, there 
simply is not support from any member of Congress to propose spending nearly $1 billion on 
needless subsidies for unsustainable agricultural practices. Nor is there support in Congress to 
introduce legislation that unilaterally terminates Indian trust obligations. The DEIS needs to 
more fully explain that the purported environmental benefits of the KBRA are highly speCUlative 
and may not ever occur to offset the impacts of the guaranteed diversions for irrigation. 

Even if funding does occur, the DEIS fails to adequately explain that the KBRA does not 
contain any fish restoration goals. It establishes no target salmon sizes or harvest goals. The 
KBRA simply calls for funding without any definition of success. The failure to connect the 
funding to any defined performance measures is likely another obstacle to obtaining 
Congressional funding in the current economic and political environment. 
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Numerous sections of the EIS require additional comprehensive discussion of the impacts 
of the KBRA on water, aquatic resources, and tribal trust rights, especially including Sections 3.2 
(water quality), 3.8 (water supply/water rights), 3.12 (tribal trust) and 3.16 (environmental 
justice). These sections fail to openly disclose the negative consequences that will result from 
the KBRA's guaranteed minimum diversions and un-consented subordination of tribal trust 
rights, presenting only a one-sided view of the KBRA to the public and decision-makers. 

VI. 	 The DEIS Fails To Disclose That Execution and Implementation of the KBRA 
Would Result in a Historic Termination ofthe United States Trust Relationship 
With Klamath Basin Indian Tribes With Respect to Protection of Reserved Water 
and Fishing Rights and Would Unlawfully Result in an Un-consented Subordination 
of Senior Tribal Water Rights to Junior Water Rights of Non-Indian Irrigators. 

In the KBRA, the United States provides assurances, without the consent or approval of 
the Hoopa Valley Tribe, that the United States will not assert the Hoopa Valley Tribe's tribal 
water, fishing, or trust rights, in a manner that will interfere with the Klamath Reclamation 
Project's annual diversion of 330,000 acre-feet of water from the Klamath River (the 
"Assurances"). These Assurances in favor of the Klamath Reclamation Project, once effective, 
are permanent regardless of: (a) whether federal appropriations are provided for anticipated 
fishery restoration and reintroduction programs; (b) the success or failure of anticipated fishery 
restoration and water quality improvement efforts; (c) future effects ofclimate change, or other 
environmental conditions, on water quality and quantity in the Klamath River; (d) the future 
fishery harvest needs of the Hoopa Valley Tribe; or (e) other unknown or unforeseeable events. 

The Assurances in the KBRA effectively terminate the United States' fiduciary 
obligation to the Hoopa Valley Tribe by permanently subordinating the Tribe's senior water and 
fishing rights in the Klamath River to junior non-Indian irrigation interests in the Upper Klamath 
Basin, regardless of future impacts on tribal trust resources, and without the consent or approval 
of the Hoopa Valley Tribe. The Assurances become permanent if the Klamath dam facilities are 
removed pursuant to an Affirmative Secretarial Determination. 

Although this issue has been a highly publicized area of controversy, the Draft EIS fails 
to mention it. Section 3.12 purports to discuss impacts on tribal trust resources. Yet, that section 
says nothing about the fact that the United States, in the KBRA, has agreed to subordinate tribal 
water rights to junior irrigation interests. Section 3.12 asserts that the Hoopa Valley Tribe will 
be eligible for KBRA funding "upon becoming a party" but fails to mention that the Tribe would 
be required to enact claim waivers and take other acts inconsistent with its trust resources in 
order to obtain those "benefits." The DEIS fails to mention that the Tribal Council of the Hoopa 
Valley Tribe enacted a resolution in February 20 I 0 that finds in relevant part: 

WHEREAS: The Assurances in the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement 
effectively terminate the United States' fiduciary obligation to the Hoopa Valley 
Tribe by permanently subordinating the Hoopa Valley Tribe's senior water and 
fishing rights in the Klamath River to junior non-Indian irrigation interests in the 
Upper Klamath Basin, regardless of future impacts on tribal trust resources, and 
without the consent or approval of the Hoopa Valley Tribe; and 
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WHEREAS: The Assurances in the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement 
conflict with the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) Resolution 
#PSP-09-0S1 (October 2009), and Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians (ATNI) 
Resolution #09-63 (September 2009) in which the NCAI and A TNI each 
resolved to oppose "any policy of the United States to terminate the rights of, or 
impose adverse consequences upon, a tribe that chooses to retain its water rights 
instead of settling on terms desired by the federal government"; and 

WHEREAS: The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement requires the Hoopa 
Valley Tribe, as a condition of the Tribe's participation and receipt of funding 
and benefits in the Agreement, to relinquish and release claims against the United 
States relating to water management in the Klamath Basin and associated impacts 
on Hoopa Tribe water, fishing, and trust rights; and ... 

WHEREAS: The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement thus conflicts with 
tribal sovereignty, violates trust duties owed to the Hoopa Valley Tribe by the 
United States; subordinates tribal water and fishing rights in favor of junior non­
Indian irrigation interests without tribal consent; provides inadequate flows for 
the protection of tribal trust resources; offers a speculative and unfunded program 
for fishery restoration and water conservation; encourages unsustainable use of 
groundwater in the Upper Klamath Basin; and is not based on the best available, 
peer reviewed science; and ... 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: The Hoopa Valley Tribal Council, 
acting under its sovereign authority on behalf of the Hoopa Valley Tribe, hereby 
rejects, opposes, and disapproves of the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement 
and the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement . ... 

If the priority given by the KBRA to Klamath River surface diversions has the effect of 
preventing fish restoration (which is likely), the United States will not only be unable to protect 
Indian fishing rights under the terms of the KBRA, but it will be legal1y required to defend the 
irrigation interests against the tribes and trust resources. In other words, the United States would 
be enforcing the priority for water diversions even if that leaves too little water to restore the fish 
on which the Indian tribes rely. By contrast, under existing law "Reclamation is obligated to 
ensure that project operations not interfere with the Tribes' senior water rights. This is dictated 
by the doctrine of prior appropriation as well as Reclamation's trust responsibility to protect 
tribal trust resources. . .. Reclamation must, pursuant to its trust responsibility and consistent 
with its other legal obligations, prevent activities under its control that would adversely affect 
[the Tribes' fishing] rights." Memorandum of Regional Solicitor (July 25, 1995). The KBRA 
would preclude the trustee United States from preventing such adverse effects to tribal trust 
resources. The KBRA changes the tribal right (enforceable by the federal trustee) from a right to 
sufficient water to produce the fish on which the Tribes rely, into a right to water left over after 
diversion per Appendix E-l of the KBRA, regardless of what the habitat results may be. The 
effect is thus similar to termination provisions such as the one for the Klamath Tribes of Oregon, 
which provided "statutes of the United States which affect Indians because of their status as 
Indians shall no longer be applicable to the members of the Tribes." 25 U.S.C. § 564q(a). The 
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KBRA will abridge the Government-to-Government relationship between the United States and 
the Hoopa Valley Tribe. 

In the DEIS, the public and decision-makers learn nothing about the impacts on Hoopa 
Valley Tribe's trust rights and resources. The Executive Summary asserts that there are no 
impacts to tribal trust flowing from the Proposed Action. This is patently false. The DEIS 
simply accentuates the "positives" in order to promote the KBRA and KHSA in accordance with 
the interests of the Department, while setting aside the anticipated termination and subordination 
of tribal trust rights. This also implicates environmental justice impacts. The failure to properly 
and fully disclose the impacts to the Tribe's rights results in an unlawfully deficient EIS. 

VII. Conclusion. 

The Tribe supports dam removal; however, the linkage of dam removal to the KBRA 
will result in non-achievement of the desired fish restoration goals. Thus, the Tribe requests that 
the EIS evaluate alternatives that do not include execution and implementation of the KBRA. 
We thank you for your consideration to these comments. We will continue to work with the 
Department to achieve a solution that will protect the Trinity River, restore the Klamath fishery, 
remove the dams of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project, and preserve Hoopa water and fishing 
rights. 

Sincerely, 

HOOPA VALLEY TRIBAL COUNCIL 

~--z::: :::;::' 
Leonard E. Masten, Jr., Chairman 
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Foreword 

The purpose of this report is to provide the following infonnation for the Hoopa Tribal 
Environmental Protection Agency (TEPA) in response to their request: 

• 	 Provide a clear over view of whether water quality management under the 
Klamath Hydropower Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and Klamath Basin 
Restoration Agreement (KBRA will attain Hoopa Valley Tribe (2008) Klamath 
River Water Quality Standards (WQS), 

• 	 Provide recommendations for exercising the Hoopa Valley Tribe's WQS authority 
under the KHSAlKBRA water quality management process, and 

• 	 Identify options other than the KHSAlKBRA for the Hoopa Valley Tribe that 
achieve dam removal. 

These are section headers in the report below, but sections on the origin of the 
KHSAlKBRA and using ecological restoration to attain Hoopa WQS are also included. 

The Hoopa Indian 
Reservation 
includes a segment 
of the mainstem 
Klamath River just 
upstream of its 
confluence with the 
Trinity River 
(Figure I at right). 

Hoopa Valley Tribe 
water quality 
authority that 
allows them to 
create water quality 
standards (WQS) 
for the Klamath 
River is based on 
U.S. EPA (2002) 
approval. 
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Origin of the KHSA and KBRA 

The KHSA is a negotiated settlement in lieu of following the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC, 2007) relicensing process for the Klamath Hydroelectric Project 
(KHP) (FERC #P-2082). The KHP is owned and operated by PacifiCorp and the 
company has pursued settlement because the outlook of their relicensing process did not 
look favorable (Brockbank 2010). The deposition of PacifiCorp Executive Vice 
President Dean Brockbank (2010) supplies much of the information in this section about 
the chronology of settlement talks (see also Alternatives for KHP Dam Removal). 

PacifiCorp first announced its intention to relicense the KHP in December 2000 and held 
a series of public meetings before filing its Final License Application in February 2004. 
Table I provides a time line that chronicles steps in relicensing, other processes that have 
bearing on relicensing (i.e., 401 certification) and KHSA and KBRA development. Red 
highlights in the table indicate unfavorable components of relic en sing of the KHP from 
PacifiCorp's perspective. In particular, PacifiCorp was apprehensive about obtaining 
necessary State water quality certification (SWRCB 2007) and the cost of fish passage 
facilities for Pacific salmon species mandated by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS 2006). 

PacifiCorp began informal settlement talks in October 2004 that became a "mediated" 
settlement in January 2005. The settlement process took over five years to complete and 
ironically PacifiCorp dropped out of talks in mid-2006 as other "stakeholders" crafted the 
KBRA. The Energy Policy Act of2005 (Public Law 109-58) allowed entry into 
settlement at any time within the licensing process for PacifiCorp. This new law also 
allowed PacifiCorp to challenge NMFS' authority to require KHP fish passage but their 
challenge was rejected by an administrative law judge (McKenna, 2006). PacifiCorp's 
KHP license expired on March I, 2006 and FERC has been issuing 1 year extensions 
since. The company reengaged with state and federal agencies regarding potential 
decommissioning through an Agreement in Principal (AlP) in July 2008 (CA, OR, 
USDOI and PacifiCorp 2008) that was superseded by their signing the KHSA in 
February 2010. PacifiCorp is not a signatory to the KBRA, but all Parties signing the 
KBRA also signed the KHSA. 

The creation of the KBRA involved dozens of meetings spanning several years, all 
behind closed doors with participants bound by a confidentiality agreement. Although 
the process involved several counties, Tribes, environmental organizations and 
government agencies, key participants were excluded from participation, including Del 
Norte County and the federally recognized Resighini Rancheria and the Quartz Valley 
Indian Reservation. The Hoopa Valley Tribe participated in the Settlement, but declined 
to sign the final KBRA or KHSA because they would require giving up water rights and 
the ability to take legal action to abate water quality problems to protect fisheries (KBRA 
15.3.9). The KBRA and KHSA are arcane documents written by lawyers with tedious 
cross references and a myriad ofcontradictions. Ultimately important decisions regarding 
public trust and Indian Treaty Rights and Trust responsibilities are embodied in these 
documents that were made out of public view and excluded legitimate stakeholders. 
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Table 1. Time Line for Klamath Settlement Process 

Process Steps 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012-PacifiCorp Announces Intent to Relicense 

PacifiCorp Holds Public Meetings 

PacifiCorp Files Final License Application 

FERC Scoping -
PacifiCorp Begins Settlement Talks -
PacifiCorp Mediated Settlement Talks 

PacifiCorp License Expires 

PacifiCorp Files 401 Certification Request 

PacifiCorp Drops Out of Settlement -
"Stakeholders" Continue wlo PacifiCorp 

Federal Agencies Issue Terms & Conditions 

PacifiCorp Challenges NMFS in Court -
Court Rules Against PacifiCorp 

FERC DEIS -
Federal Agencies Revise Terms & Conditions 

PacifiCorp Signs MOU wi SWRCB 

FERC Issues FEIS 

NMFSIUSFWS Final BiOps Issued 

KBRA Released 

PacifiCorp & Govt. in AlP 

CA Klamath TMDL Draft = 
PacifiCorp Signs KHSA 

OR and CA KlamathILost TMDLs Final 

EIS/EIR Secretarial Decision Process (EISIEIR) ­
Secretarial Decision (Mar 2012) .. 
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In April 2007 during the Settlement that preceded the KBRA, Klamath Project irrigators 
made an ultimatum with regard to their continuing participation; any Settlement would 
have to include farming in the Lease Lands of Tule Lake and Lower Klamath National 
Wildlife Refuges. Oregon Water Watch (OWW 2010) and Oregon Wild (OW) were 
expelled from Settlement talks because they would not agree to this condition. Talks 
continued without OWW and OW, but their expulsion sent a clear message and restricted 
subsequent consideration of viable ecological restoration options under the KBRA. 

Although the KBRA is separate from the KHSA and deals with issues largely unrelated 
to KHP relicensing, the agreements are intertwined due to KBRA (7.2.1 C) and KHSA 
(8.1) "severability" clauses that state that neither can be implemented separately. 
Therefore, both the KHSA and KBRA are discussed below with regard prospects of 
meeting Hoopa TEPA (2008) WQS. The Klamath River and Lost River Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) (NCR WQCB 20 I 0) and Upper Klamath and Lost River TMDL and 
Water Quality Management Plan (ODEQ 2010) are integral to improving water quality, 
so their potential to improve conditions is also considered. 

KHSA and KBRA Actions Insufficient to Meet Hoopa TEPA WQS 

The KHSA has to do with dam decommissioning and pollution associated with KHP 
operation while the KBRA would deal with fishery restoration and potential remediation 
of water quality problems. Both the KHSA and KBRA will require federal authorizing 
legislation, including $1 billion or more in funding. Legislation has not been passed. 
Pollution associated with KHP dam operation will continue under the KHSA until 2020, 
but there is also a question as to whether measures taken under the KBRA after dam 
removal will be sufficient to abate nutrient pollution and meet Hoopa TEPA (2008) 
WQS. Interim Measures to abate water quality problems under the KHSA are pertinent 
to the Klamath River TMDLs and are discussed in that section below. Table 2 lists 
beneficial uses recognized by the NCRWQCB (2007) Basin Plan and Hoopa TEPA 
(2008) and their likelihood of being met under the KBRAIKHSA before and after 2020. 

Table 2. Likelihood of meeting Klamath River beneficial uses under the North Coast Basin Plan 
(NCRWQCB 2007) or Hoopa TEPA (2008) WQS before and after 2020 under the KBRAIKHSA. 
Green indicates beneficial uses are restored and red indicates that they are not. 
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The KHSA does not directly call for KHP dam removal but rather sets up a March 2012 
Secretary of Interior Decision as to whether decommissioning is in the public interest and 
will benefit the environment, including Klamath River native fish species. A major effect 
of the KHSA is to delay the 40 I processes of California (PacifiCorp 2008, S WRCB 
2008) and Oregon that had the potential to force expeditious dam decommissioning 
(Brockbank 2010), if either State withheld certification. The serious nuisances caused by 
KHP reservoirs is justification for swift dam removal (SWRCB 2007), but instead under 
the KHSA the project will operate until 2020 on a year to year extension of its 1956 
FERC license (Brockbank 2010). Numerous problems have been identified with regard 
to KHP operation that lead to major negative impacts on salmonids and other beneficial 
uses (Hoopa TEPA 2008), and to a large extent these cannot be mitigated without dam 
removal (SWRCB 2007, FERC 2007). 

Fish Passage: Fish passage for anadromous species is considered as part of the COLD 
beneficial use according to the SWRCB (2007), and migration for Pacific salmon species 
(MIGR) will continue to be blocked until at least 2020 under the KHSA and KBRA (see 
Alternatives for Dam Removal). Coho salmon that are affected by the KHP are listed as 
Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA); therefore, the RARE 
beneficial use is also compromised. The impediment to migration also continues to 
compromise the commercial and sport fishing beneficial use (COMM) and tribal 
subsistence fisheries (FISH). 

Thermal Problems Created by Iron Gate Reservoir: The mass of water within Iron Gate 
Reservoir creates thermal problems that delay Chinook salmon spawning (SPAWN) in 
fall and impair juvenile rearing conditions (COLD) in spring. This will continue until 
drawdown of the reservoir or Iron Gate Dam removal. Klamath River fall temperatures 
remain above suitable for spawning three weeks later than if the river were free flowing 
(Figure 4). The KBRA Chinook Expert Panel (Goodman et al. 2011) noted high "pre­
spawning mortality documented in the mainstem river may be related to high water 
temperature and moderately low dissolved oxygen", which are both side effects of 
reservoir operation. Increased fall water temperatures and associated stress are also 
likely to reduce fecundity. Fry from eggs laid later in the season emerge later in spring 
and their growth is then suppressed by artificially depressed Klamath River temperatures. 
Smaller fry migrate more slowly as the Klamath River water temperature rises and water 
quality becomes adverse. With their resistance compromised by water quality related 
stress, these fish also face much greater exposure to the disease organisms (see below). 
The thermal lag at Iron Gate appears to have shifted spawn timing of fall Chinook later 
and the losses ofjuveniles are sometimes in the hundreds of thousands (USFW 2001, 
Nicholas and Foott 2005). While temperature effects of Iron Gate Reservoir do not 
extend downstream to the Hoopa Reservation, maintaining Iron Gate Dam through 2020 
leads to unacceptably high risk to the Klamath River fall Chinook population. Continued 
depressed Chinook populations blocks attainment of commercial and sport fishing 
(COMM) and tribal subsistence fishing (FISH) beneficial uses. 
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Figure 2. Temperatures below Iron Gate Dam (bold) versus witbout dam scenario (grey). Warmer 
fall temperatures create a tbree week lag for suitability of spawn timing and rearing temperatures 
remain below optimal for a montb. Reference thresholds from U.S. EPA (2003). 

Fish Disease Cycles: One of the main impediments to restoring COLD, COMM, RARE 
and FISH beneficial uses of Pacific salmon in the Klamath River, particularly Chinook 
salmon and coho salmon, is the extremely high prevalence of disease organisms below 
Iron Gate Dam (Foott et al. 2003, Stocking and Bartholomew 2004, Nichols and Foott 
2005, Nichols and True 2007, Nichols et al. 2008, Bartholomew 2008, Stocking et al 
2006, Stone et al. 2007). Two myxozoan disease organisms, Ceratomyxa shasta and 
Parvicapsuia minibicornis, are endemic to the Klamath River and the Pacific salmon 
species have co-evolved with them and have developed substantial resistance. However, 
nutrient enrichment from the Upper Klamath Basin and from within Iron Gate Reservoir 
sets up conditions that cause extraordinarily high production ofdisease organisms that 
can overwhelm otherwise healthy fish (Nichols and Foott 2005). 

The green algae species Cladophora is recognized as an indicator of nutrient pollution 
and there are areas below Iron Gate Dame where this species is dominant (Stocking et a1. 
2006). A polychaete worm, Manayunkia speciosa, which thrives in Cladophora beds also 
serves as an intermediate host for the deadly diseases. Fall Chinook spawning is 
concentrated below Iron Gate Dam and adults carry myxospores that cause a vicious 
cycle as M. speciosa captures them and then releases actinospores when Chinook 
juveniles are migrating downstream (Stocking et al. 2006, Bartholomew 2008). Stocking 
et a1. (2006) concluded that actinospores remain viable during the 5 days required for 
water to pass from Iron Gate Dam to the Klamath estuary. Therefore, it is likely that 
disease problems will continue for fish migrating through the Hoopa Reservation portions 
of the Klamath River until at least 2020. Disease effects can extend downstream of the 
Trinity River and there indications of major impacts to juvenile Chinook from that river 
(Figure 3); therefore, Hoopa Valley Tribe Trinity River fish harvest is also directly 
impacted. 
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Figure 3. Chart shows the percentage of juvenile salmon ids infected by kidney myxosporean 
parasites. High severity (2) score indicates likely mortality. While Trinity River infection is low, 
Pecwan and estuary high disease incidence suggests Trinity fish are becoming infected. Most of the 
juvenile salmon ids sampled were Chinook salmon. Data from Foott et al. (2003)! 

Water Quality Stress: Fish susceptibility to disease is a function of cumulative stress 
caused by multiple water quality factors (Hoopa TEPA 2008). In addition to 
temperature, impairment below Iron Gate Dam can include elevated pH, algal toxins and 
dissolved ammonia as well as depressed dissolved oxygen (D.O.), all of which are linked 
to KHP dam operation (SWRCB 2007, FERC 2007). These conditions will continue to 
cause impairment until at least 2020 as a result ofKHP operation and lack of attainment 
of the COLD, FISH, COMM, and RARE beneficial uses. The manifestation of nutrient 
pollution and associated problems for fish health may remain after dam removal, but that 
prospect is more fully explored under the KBRA section below. 

Toxic Algae: Kann (2006) found the toxic algae species Microcystis aenlginosa to be 
prevalent within Copco and Iron Gate reservoirs but in low abundance or absent from the 
outlet of Upper Klamath Lake to below J.e. Boyle Reservoir within the Klamath Project. 
The SWRCB (2007) points out that there is little chance for remediation of toxic algae in 
the lower two KHP reservoirs before 2020; therefore, NCRWQCB (2011) staff do not 
recommend PacifiCorp carry out Interim Measures within the reservoirs aimed at treating 
algae problems (see TMDL discussion). 

Kann and Corum (2009) found evidence of Microcystis downstream at Orleans and 
samples from the Yurok Reservation indicate it is present downstream to the estuary 
(Yurok 2009). Kann (2008) also reported bioaccumulation of microcyst in toxin in Iron 
Gate Hatchery Chinook salmon juveniles. Yellow perch from Copco and Iron Gate 
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Reservoirs and mussels downstream of the KHP had such high levels due to 
bioaccumulation that they would pose a human health risk, if consumed. Emerging 
epidemiological evidence suggests that the substance BMAA (beta-methylamino-L­
alanine) that is prevalent in toxic blue-green algae species may be linked to neurological 
disorders, such as Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS) (Lou Gehrig's disease), 
Parkinson's disease and Alzheimer's disease (Caller et al. 2009). Impairment of Hoopa 
Reservation waters on the Klamath River from toxic algae will continue through at least 
2020 with the recreational (REC-I) beneficial use compromised and ceremonial use 
(CUL) in certain seasons inadvisable. 

Keno Reservoir Operation: The KHSA (7.5.4, 7.5.5) stipulates that the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (BOR) will assume ownership of the Keno Reservoir and will continue to 
operate it in the same way that PacifiCorp has since 1968. Keno Reservoir has major 
problems with seasonal anoxia (Deas and Vaughn 2006, Sullivan et a1. 2009,2010) and 
riparian marsh restoration needed to combat this problem will, therefore, be prevented. 
Historically a lava bedrock sill at the location of Keno Dam caused the Klamath River to 
back up and form a vast connected wetland with Lower Klamath Lake. Diking offof 
wetlands and farming up to the margin of the reservoir has disrupted river processes that 
could otherwise assist with nutrient processing and reduction, similar to the findings of 
Bernot and Dodds (2005). Dredging ofthe reservoir to increase water storage capacity 
circa 1968 likely contributed to a decreased ability for ecological function and an 
increased propensity for anoxia. 

Goodman et al. (20 II) call attention to persistent problems of prolonged anoxia in Keno 
Reservoir (Figure 4) that they believe will not be alleviated under the KBRA. Figure 5 
shows a map from PacifiCorp (2004) of riparian vegetation of the Keno Reservoir just 
above Keno Dam and Figure 6 is an aerial photo ofthe same area showing the pattern of 
land use. Continuing this land use and pattern ofoperation of Keno Reservoir under the 
KHSA will prevent improved ecosystem function by riparian marshes that could 
otherwise assist with clean up of nutrient pollution (Lytle 2000, Mayer 2005). 

The ODEQ (20 I 0) TMDL found that the suspended load from Upper Klamath Lake is a 
major driver of anoxia in Keno Reservoir; however, they also found the waste load from 
the Straits Drain to be a major source ofpollution. ODEQ (2010) provided a schematic 
of flow diversions from the Klamath River and flow contributions to Keno Reservoir 
(Figure 7). Waste water from the Klamath Straits Drain in August 2002 constituted 48% 
of flows to the reservoir, which is similar to NRC (2004) findings. The Lost River and 
Tule Lake were originally a sink and did not discharge into the Klamath River; therefore, 
the high level of nutrients contributed by them today help push the river past the tipping 
point where ecosystem processes are insufficient for the river to clean itself. This results 
not only in anoxia within the Keno Reservoir but also in very adverse water quality 
impacts in the lower Klamath River. 
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Figure 4. This chart shows fluctuations of water temperature and dissolved oxygen in Keno 
Reservoir in 2005 with lethal levels extending from July through October. Taken from Goode et al. 
2011 where it appears as Figure 4. Threshold reference annotations added based on WDOE (2002) . 
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Figure 5. Keno Reservoir riparian vegetation map from PacifiCorp (2004) showing irrigated 
hayfields right up to the margin with no marsh buffer to help absorb nutrients and to provide other 

ecosystem services. 
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Figure 6. Aerial photograph of Keno Reservoir with Keno Dam below center and the old Lower 
Klamath Lake bed in the distance (red oval), 
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Figure 7. Average daily flow in August 2002 into the Klamath Project and Keno Reservoir. From 
ODEQ (2010) where it appears as Figure 2-21. 

Agricultural discharges from the Lost River through the Lost River Diversion (LRD) 
canal are known to occur in winter (Deas and Vaughn 2006); however, ODEQ (2010) 
also found substantial nutrient contributions from that source in summer and fall of 2000 
and 2008. ODEQ (2010) model runs of D.O. depletion in Keno Reservoir (Figure 9) 
show that the contributions from the LRD in September and October 2008 had substantial 
impacts in addition to discharges from the Klamath Project through the Straits Drain. 
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Figure 8. This chart is taken from ODEQ (2010) and shows model results ofthe D.O. deficits in 
Keno Reservoir by month in 2008 with a substantial contribution from the LRD Canal in fall, which 
likely extended conditions lethal to salmonids for two months. 

The KBRA does not have a water quality plan and has a very broad and ill defined 
strategy for clean up of nutrient pollution in the Upper Klamath Basin (Dunne et al. 2011, 
Goodman et al. 2011). Flows under the KBRA (Appendix E-5) will drop further from 
historic norms (Dunne et al. 2011), which will cause water pollution and fish health 
problems to persist or even worsen (Goodman et al. 2011). Lost River surface flows are 
likely to also be reduced under the KBRA resulting in direct impacts to ESA listed 
suckers and increased nutrient concentrations in waste discharges sent to the Keno 
Reservoir. The greatest KBRA effect on water quality, however, is that it guarantees 
continued agricultural land use over vast areas, including sites critically needed for 
ecological restoration. Major subsidy for maintaining low cost power for Upper Basin 
water users is also part of the KBRA, when the footprint of agriculture might otherwise 
shrink due lack of profitability (Jaeger 2004) helping to lower water demand and nutrient 
pollution. 

Klamath River KBRA Flows to Increase Water Quality Problems: The KBRA convened 
Expert Panels (Dunne et al. 20 II, Goodman et al. 20 II) to judge the sufficiency of action 
in restoring conditions favorable for different fish species in the Klamath Basin. The 
Coho Salmon and Steelhead Expert Panel (Dunne et al. 2011) expressed concern that 
there would be no consideration under the KBRA of trying to restore historic flows in the 
Klamath River. Before the Klamath Project was created, Lower Klamath Lake (LKL) 
would fill in winter and then augment Klamath River flows from May through July 
(Weddell 2000). Dunne et al. (2011) charted flows before and after Klamath Project 
construction to show the departure from historical patterns (Figure 9). A return to 
historic flows would reduce water temperature and nutrient concentrations, which in tum 
would reduce algae blooms and fish diseases. Figure 9 is annotated to show where 
departures from the natural flow regime of the Klamath River since the construction of 
the Klamath Project increase water temperatures and water quality problems as well as 

Patrick Higgins. Consulting Fisheries Biologist: KHSA and KBRA Likelihood ofMeeting 

Hoopa Valley Tribe Klamath River Water Quality Standards 


13 



• KefiG !9()S '9-12 -f} KE"nc l<)49·2ntIO 'roo Gale '905·,912 Iroo Gate '949·2000 -
 ~!\ctilJ,,-\(4j ~JbSprvect AdJusled Obse<>It'<l 

- """ " !
.!: 

,....00 
t
1-.•,
I,,,,,,, 

."'" 
...., 

Oc. NOv Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept-

Increased Tempprature. WQ Risk 

Figure 9. Chart of historic seasonal flows versus those after the construction of the Klamath Project 
and the disconnection of Lower Klamath Lake. Annotations include historic and recent peaks as 
well as periods likely to increase algal growth, temperature and nutrient pollution (WQ) added. 
Taken from Dunne et al. (2011) where it occurs as Figure 3. 

promoting conditions that favor growth of algae beds. Continued agricultural activity in 
the Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge (LKNWR) under the KBRA forecloses the 
option of refilling the lake and increasing spring and early summer flows; instead KBRA 
flows will depart even further from historic norms. 

Flows under the KBRA will be less than those called for under the Klamath Project 
operations NMFS (2010) Biological Opinion (B.O.) for coho salmon and Hardy et al. 
(2006). Figure 10 shows Klamath River flows at Iron Gate Dam for the 90% exceedance 
(very dry) water year with the KBRA WRMS R32 model run, the NMFS (20 I 0) 
Biological Opinion (B.O.) flows and minimums recommended in the Hardy et al. (2006) 
Phase II study (Hoopa Tribe Fisheries Department 2011). Annotations once again show 
periods when very low flow conditions will foster increased algae growth and trigger 
more adverse water quality. Algae build up has the potential to be most injurious during 
prolonged droughts when there is insufficient water for flushing flow releases in spring. 

Table 3 captures KBRA model (Appendix E-5) projections for Klamath River flows at 
the location of Iron Gate Dam Flows during extreme drought years similar to 1992 and 
1994. Flows could fall as low as 442 cubic feet per second (cfs) (Figure 11) while the 
adult salmon kill of September 2002 was triggered by flows of 758 cfs (Guillen 2003, 
CDFG 2003). Reduced flow decreases the volume of water which in turn increases water 
temperature and nutrient concentration. Although the KBRA states that the Drought Plan 
would define higher flows for fish needs, the draft Drought Plan circulated in May 2011 
does not have alternative levels to those in Appendix E-5 (Resighini Rancheria 2011a). 

Patrick Higgins. Consulting fisheries Biologist: KHSA and KBRA Likelihood ofMeeting 
Hoopa Valley Tribe Klamath River Water Quality Standard.~ 

14 



Iron Gate Dam Flows al90% Exceedence: KBRA. Coho 2010 Bl·Op & Hardy et aL Phase II 
1300 

'wo 

'.00 

'200 

1())C.... 

" 300 

600 

.00 

100 

0 

Fls" Kill Flows: 7M c;,. 

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR MAR 4PR ,. API! MAY MAY JUN I JUN JUl ,. JUl AUG SEP 

fJl;/i'h ..._____ 

Increased remperarure WQ Risll 

• KBRA (TAF 775) • Coho B,-Op (TAF 852) -- Hardy II (T AF 907) I 

Figure 10. Flows at Iron Gate Dam in a 90% exceedance flow year comparing the KBRA WMRS 
R32 model flows, NMFS (2010) 80 flow levels and Hardy et al. (2006) Phase II. Data from the 
Hoopa Fisheries Department. Reference is USGS Iron Gate September 2002 fish kill flow release. 

Table 3. KBRA WRMS model flow simulations at Iron Gate Dam for years similar to 1992 and 1994 
under KBRA flow allocations. R32 =primary run. R33 =with additional storage. R34 with 
additional storage and climate change. Yellow indicates lower than September 2002 fish kill flows 
(758 cfs). 

Period R32_1992 R32_1994 R33_1992 R33_1995 R34 1992 R34 1994 

Jan 854 959 819 1106 846 1106 

Feb 809 928 800 1025 809 1025 
Mar I 15 1022 1239 800 996 800 996 

Marl6~31 1021 1151 800 860 826 924 
Apr_I_I5 1063 1184 800 824 786 847 

Apr_1 6_3 I 1022 1125 800 821 767 813 

May_I_15 807 924 800 813 701 798 

MaLI 6_3 I 843 1069 800 812 668 823 

Jun I 15 698 913 800 811 581 773 

Jun16 30 646 873 800 809 610 753 

Jul 1 15 509 629 700 706 515 607 

July15_30 524 574 700 705 537 561 

August 442 485 800 804 533 548 

Sept 512 577 800 808 519 552 

Oct 549 582 800 811 800 811 

Nov 647 690 829 800 829 800 

762 914 800 914 800Dec 774 

Patrick Higgins. Consulting Fisheries Biologist: KHSA and KBRA. Likelihood of Meeting 
Hoopa Valley Tribe Klamath River Water Quality Standards 

15 



1500 

WMRS Model Klamath RIver Flows at Iron Gate Dam In 1992 and 1994 
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Figure 11. KBRA WRJ\lS model run for flows at the location oflron Gate Dam in years of Extreme 
Drought, with similar Upper Klamath Lake in-flow to 1992 and 1994. Data from KBRA (E-5, Tables 
2,4,6). 

Moving flows further away from their historic range of variability poses greater risk due 
to processes described in the FERC (2007) Final Environmental Impact Statement (FE IS) 
for the KHP relicensing: 

"Over time, the overall limitations on water availability and dynamic hydrographs 
contribute to conditions that result in a channel that becomes stable and prone to 
other undesirable consequences to water quality and aquatic resources." 

Although nutrient concentrations are reduced by greater water volume (Asarian et al. 
2010), the KBRA (Section 25.1.4) states that increasing flows will be the last option for 
improving water quality: 

"The Parties shall support all reasonably available alternative or additional water 
quality measures before considering any action for the purpose of water quality 
compliance that would reduce water supplies beyond the limitations provided in 
this Agreement." 

Restricted Klamath River flows under the KBRA in and of themselves substantially 
lower chances of attaining Hoopa TEPA (2008) WQS, especially during drought or 
extreme drought years even after dams are removed. 
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Lost River Flow Reduction Impacts Under KBRA: The KBRA will likely reduce surface 
flows in the Lost River, which will have a direct impact on Lost River and shortnose 
suckers but will also increase nutrient concentrations in Straits Drain and LRD waste 
water sent to Keno Reservoir. The KBRA provides substantial resources that allow 
irrigation districts to bind together and create an On-Project Plan for water and power. 
This publicly funded document may not undergo public review and yet it will govern 
Lost River flows for the life of the KBRA. Lost River surface and groundwater have 
been used to make up for Klamath River shortfalls since 2001 through the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (BOR) water bank. According to USGS (2005) "Water bank activities have 
resulted in an approximately eight-fold increase in ground-water pumping in the vicinity 
of the Klamath Valley and Tule Lake sub-basins." Gannett et al. (2007) measured water 
table drops from 2001-2004 of greater than 15 feet in the lower Lost River in California 
and stated that this was likely reducing surface flows. California State agencies and 
Siskiyou County do not actively manage groundwater and are not likely to prevent future 
adverse Lost River drought impacts. Increased nutrient concentrations in tail waters sent 
to Keno reservoir will promote continuing acute water pollution there with radiating 
negative impacts downstream. 

KBRA Nutrient Reduction Insufficient: The U.S. EPA (2000) notes that "restoration 
should reestablish in so far as possible the ecological integrity ofdegraded aquatic 
ecosystems." A restored system would meet the following criteria: "Its key ecosystem 
processes, such as nutrient cycles, succession, water levels and flow patterns, and the 
dynamics of sediment erosion and deposition, are functioning properly within the natural 
range of variability" (U.S. EPA 2000). As noted above, the KBRA will cause flows to 
depart further from their historic range of variability and the amount of functioning marsh 
and area of shallow lakes that formerly helped improve water quality will remain at just a 
fraction of their historic extent. 

Dunne et al. (2011) pointed out that the KBRA has no assured strategy for reducing 
nutrient pollution (emphasis added): 

"Experience from other locations where eutrophication is a major problem 
suggests that, at a minimum, drastic reductions in loading from the watershed 
must accompany local amelioration. These reductions must account for the 
apparently high natural nutrient inputs from the local watersheds, and the 
unavoidable leakage occurring in watersheds heavily altered for urban and 
agricultural use. Thus, it would be premature to conclude that any problems 
caused by these blooms, including low dissolved oxygen, will be substantially 
reduced by KBRA" (p. 39). 

Goodman et al. (2011) urge consideration of more extensive wetland and lake restoration 
to recover the Klamath River's limnological balance: 

"Evaluate reductions in irrigated agriculture for lands draining to UKL and the 
Lost River for their feasibility to reduce summer and fall nutrient additions from 
those waters. Consider managing the refuges to further emphasize their benefits 
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for fish and wildlife, which can be in contrast to their agricultural objectives." 
(Page 12, Section 2.1) 

Goodman et al. (20 II) also express doubt that problems with extremely low D.O. in 
Keno Reservoir will be resolved by KHSA and KBRA measures and as result that "a 
fully self-sustaining run of Chinook salmon to the upper basin is unlikely" even with 
KHP darn removal. 

Asarian et al. (20 I 0) project that available nitrogen at the location of Iron Gate Darn after 
removal of KHP reservoirs will increase in the months of July through September by 45­
58%. Asarian et a1. (2010) note that nutrient assimilation ofperiphyton and macrophytes 
will increase in the Klamath River below the location of Iron Gate Dam in response to 
increased nitrogen availability and state that "These increased retention rates downstream 
would then partially offset the effects of increased Iron Gate load on nitrogen 
concentrations in reaches farther downstream." The problem is that the process of 
photosynthesis associated with assimilating a 50% increase in nitrogen will continue to 
cause water quality perturbations that create stressful conditions for salrnonids and 
disease rates similar to those experienced in the recent past (Halstead 1997, USFWS 
2001, Nichols and Foott 2005). 

Goodman et a1. (201l) acknowledged the potential significance of the increased nutrient 
load in the Lower Klamath River: 

"Releasing these excessive amounts of nutrients to the Klamath River in the 
absence of the four lower dams means that the river, versus the reservoirs, will 
process the nutrients, perhaps in the form of excessive Cladophora biomass or 
increased periphyton production down river. These changes could elevate pH, 
lower night time dissolved oxygen, and cause gas supersaturation during 
afternoons in local areas." 

The FERC (2007) FEIS also poses the same hypothesis as Goodman et a1. (20 II) with 
regard to nutrient surpluses and fish disease risk: 

"Continued high nutrient levels in the Klamath River that create ideal 
colonization conditions for Cladophora, at sites with favored flow and substrate 
conditions, would enable the host polychaete to become reestablished, and C. 
shasta and P. minibicornis would likely continue to pose a serious threat to 
downstream salmon for the foreseeable future." 

As pointed out in the Fish Disease Cycles section above, no matter where the new fish 
disease node is below Keno Reservoir after darn removal, actinospores will be viable and 
increase exposure to C. shasta and P. minibicornis downstream to the estuary even after 
darn removal. Thus, Hoopa TEPA (2008) WQS beneficial uses will not likely be met and 
the Hoopa Valley Tribe will also likely continue to suffer fisheries losses both at Klamath 
River and Trinity River fishing sites. 
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Reservoir reach to help improve water quality, the importance of which is discussed 
above. 

Agricultural water supply from Upper Klamath Lake through the A Canal continually 
inoculates the Lost River and Tule Lake with A. flos-aquae and marsh complexes there 
need to be re-expanded to stifle its growth. Neither the u.s. EPA (2008) Lost River 
TMDL or the NCRWQCB (2010) Klamath and Lost River TMDL implementation 
recognize the need for these restored ecosystem functions and processes. The KBRA 
guarantees water delivery and continued agricultural use of the Lease Lands within the 
TLNWR (15.1.2 B i) and LKNWR (15.1.2 B i), which constitutes 21,000 acres (Figure 
12) and is the only such arrangement on any wildlife refuge in the nation. Tule Lake was 
originally 110,000 acres whereas Tule Sump occupies between 10,000-14,000 acres and 
Lower Klamath Lake was 95,000 acres and is now only 4,000 to 7,000 acres depending 
on the water year (Figures 13-14). This essentially blocks ecological recovery of both 
areas; therefore, confounds successful abatement of pollution. 

Dam removal will help ecosystem function of the Klamath River in the restored KHP 
reach, including elimination of toxic algae. However, the huge excess ofnutrients from 
Keno Reservoir will continue to overwhelm the river's capacity for assimilation causing 
major algae blooms downstream. As noted above, this has consequences for fish diseases 
as well as exceedance ofwater quality standards. Lower Klamath River recovery also 
requires that flows and ecosystem function of the Shasta and Scott rivers also be restored, 
but conditions there have not improved since adoption of those TMDLs (Higgins 2011). 
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Figure 13. USFWS and BOR map ofTLNWR and LKLNWR Lease Lands occupy 21,000 acres. 
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Figure 13. Historic map of Tule Lake and Lower Klamath Lake fro~ Or~gon Wild website at 
www .oregonwild,orglwaters/klamathlklamath-photos-and-mapS/interactive _maps 

Figure 14. Aerial photo ofTule Lake and Lower Klamath Lake from Oregon Wild website. 
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The Tule Lake basin also has the highest use ofpesticides in Siskiyou County (Figure 15) 
with up to 7,500 pounds per acre in use within the TLNWR on the Lease Lands. 

o <17501bs 

o 1750-7500 Ibs 

• >7500Ibs. 

Figure 15. Tule Lake pesticides in pounds per year, including within the TLNWR Lease Lands 
adjacent to Tule Lake. Data from CA Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR). 

Recent studies have shown that even low levels of some chemicals can be injurious to 
coho salmon when acting together (Laetz et al. 2009). The KHSA and KBRA do not 
even mention the topic of pesticides but high contributions to the Keno Reservoir reach 
could be another factor that could impede Upper Basin salmon recovery. Laetz et al. 
(2009) found combinations of diazinon, malathion, chlorpyrifos, carbaryl and carbofuran 
in many Pacific Northwest rivers and exposing coho salmon juveniles to equivalent levels 
in a lab induced mortality. All ofthese chemicals are used in Siskiyou County where in 
2007 an estimated 1,287,800 pounds ofpesticides were applied to 187,595 acres, most of 
them within the Klamath Basin (CDPR 2008). Conversion to organic farming techniques 
needs to be pursued as part of any final settlement, especially on Lease Lands if farming 
there continues. 

Technical Fix of Water Quality Problems is Experimental and Unlikely to Succeed 

The NCRWQCB (2010) frames the strategy for nutrient pollution as follows: 

"Explore engineered treatment options such as treatment wetlands, algae 
harvesting, and package wastewater treatment systems to reduce nutrient loads to 
the Klamath River and encourage implementation of these options where 
feasible." 
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These technical approaches to nutrient pollution all require intensive capital investments 
for implementation and also have substantial on· going costs for electricity for water 
pumping or purification. It is very unlikely with the current budget crisis that funds will 
be available for construction and availability of capital for operation and maintenance in 
the future casts doubt on the ability of this approach to succeed. Furthermore, harvest of 
algae at the outlet of Upper Klamath Lake in perpetuity makes far less sense 
economically than abating algae blooms through ecological restoration. Similarly, 
operating a waste water treatment plant at the Keno Reservoir is not cost·competitive 
with reducing nutrient loads by eliminating farming on the TLNWR and LKNWR and 
expanding marshes to clean the water. 

Meyer (2005) found that water passed through the LKNWR marsh complex had a 55­
77% reduction in total nitrogen (N) and 19-51 % reduction in total phosphorous with 
permanent wetlands having a much greater retention rate than seasonal wetlands. Lytle 
(2000) assessed the potential for use of a treatment wetland to reduce nutrient loads from 
the Klamath Straits Drain: 

"With an estimated wetland treatment area ranging between 1,633 and 3,114 
acres, according to the Kadlec and Knight Model, the wetland could achieve a 
61 % reduction in total P concentration (0.41 to 0.16 mg/L) and a 90% reduction 
in total nitrogen including NH3-N." 

The problem with operation of such a treatment wetland is that it requires a flow rate of 
70-130 cubic feet per second, which would require additional water storage. Thus, even 
operation of a treatment wetland at the Straits Drain would require expansion of Lower 
Klamath Lake or Tule Lake, both ofwhich are blocked by the KBRA. The report from 
Lytle (2000) remains in draft and there has been no action with regard to its 
implementation. 

TMDLs Rely on Voluntary Cooperation and Have No Timelines for Compliance 

Both the California (NCRWQCB 2010) and the Oregon (ODEQ 2010) TMDLs are 
overly reliant on voluntary measures for compliance. TMDLs from both States lack any 
projections for when water quality compliance will occur or when beneficial uses will be 
fully restored. The Final KHP EIS (FERC 2007) expressed the following concern with 
regard to potential for success ofTMDLs in the Upper Klamath to remediate pollution: 

"The TMDL program relies on voluntary involvement for loads identified from 
non-point sources; therefore, nutrient load reductions to the allocated size may not 
be fully realized as farmers and ranchers choose between converting portions of 
their land to best management practices or maximizing their property's 
agricultural potential." (3.3.2.3) 

ODEQ (2010) states the TMDL "does not attempt a timeline addressing the many 
ongoing and voluntary efforts." 
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The prospect of enforcement in Oregon is more remote than in California because ODEQ 
(2010) must delegate authority for implementation to designated management agencies 
(DMAs). The lead DMA is the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA), which is 
charged with both promoting agriculture and regulation of agricultural activities that 
affect water quality. Other DMAs include the U.S. BOR and irrigation districts. A 
program that relies on polluters to oversee abatement of pollution has a very low 
likelihood of success. 

Interim Measures for KHP Will Not Improve Reservoir or Lower Klamath River 
Water Quality Conditions 

PacifiCorp has complied with Section 6.3.2 of the KHSA and submitted a TMDL 
implementation plan to the NCRWQCB. Appendix C and D of the KHSA layout the 21 
Interim Measures and they are reflected in PacifiCorp's (2011) Plan for Implementing 
Management Strategies and Water Quality-Related Measures. The NCRWQCB (201 Ob) 
response to the proposed measures states that in-reservoir actions will not abate nutrient 
pollution or toxic algae problems there. The PacifiCorp (20 II) actions pursuant to 
TMDL implementation relevant to this report are as follows. 

Interim Measure 2 requires that PacifiCorp provide $500,000 per year for coho salmon 
habitat restoration or acquisition, but these measures will have small water quality 
benefits and will target projects below the KHP. The improvement of cold water refugia 
at the mouths of Klamath River tributaries is very laudable and worthwhile, but it does 
not fully mitigate impacts of the operation ofKHP dams as PacifiCorp (2011) claims: 
"The thermal refugia actions to be implemented under the Coho Enhancement Fund will 
mitigate the continuing effect of the reservoirs on water temperature during the interim 
period." This measure will help coho salmon, but the major impact to fall Chinook of 
reservoir operation described above will remain huge as long as Iron Gate Dam remains. 
Also, increased flows in the Shasta and Scott rivers is needed to restore coho salmon 
habitat there, which has much greater potential to increase carrying capacity for these fish 
(Higgins 2 °II ) 

Interim Measure 3 calls for turbine venting at Iron Gate Dam to improve dissolved 
oxygen (D.O.) levels that may improve lower Klamath River conditions within a short 
distance of the dam. Even if such measures were implemented, excess nutrients from the 
reservoir will continue to be released that stimulate profuse algae growth leading to D.O. 
sags stressful for salmonids downstream, when algae respires nocturnally. 

Interim Measure 5 calls on PacifiCorp to consult with agencies and tribes and to carry out 
experiments with different flow levels in fall and early winter to benefit salmonids. In 
February 2011 5,000 cfs was released for one day under the theory that such a peak 
would increase scour and potentially reduce algae beds. These short term events are 
aimed at offsetting potential problems from low fall and winter flows planned under the 
KBRA as described above. No experimental design is in place, so whether this isolated 
action had any benefit is unknown. 
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Interim Measure 10 requires that PacifiCorp provide $100,000 to hold a conference "that 
focuses on the design and implementation ofnutrient and organic matter reduction 
projects. The conference should assess the appropriateness and feasibility of various 
centralized pollutant removal technologies, including wetland treatment systems, 
wastewater treatment systems with energy recovery capabilities, aquatic plant harvesting, 
as well as agricultural best management practices" (NCR WQCB 20 I 0). Planning for this 
event has been restricted to Parties to the KBRA and KHSA. 

Interim Measure 11 is entitled Interim Water Quality Improvements, but there will be no 
significant improvements to Lower Klamath River that result. PacifiCorp is to spend 
$250,000 a year on one or more of the following: 1) developing a water quality 
accounting framework, 2) constructing pilot treatment wetlands for evaluation, 3) 
assessing in-reservoir water quality control techniques, and 4) improving J.C. Boyle D.O. 

The NCRWQCB (2011) is asking that PacifiCorp increase resources to fully develop the 
water quality accounting framework that will help evaluate TMDL implementation, 
which is good. In lieu of reservoir projects, the NCRWQCB staff recommends pilot 
projects for nutrient reduction that could be expanded and implemented under the KBRA. 
While treatment wetlands have the potential to reduce nutrient contributions (Lytle 2000), 
they are unlikely to be able to offset continuing high contributions of nutrients (see 
Ecological Restoration). 

The KHSA would set up an Interim Measures Implementation Committee (IMIC) to 
work with PacifiCorp comprised only of signatories or "Parties" to the settlements. The 
committee would also appoint and oversee a Fisheries Technical Working Group and a 
Water Quality Technical Working Group. These processes would prevent involvement 
of the Hoopa Tribe and other legitimate stakeholders who did not sign onto the KHSA 
and KBRA. The Hoopa Tribe has used government-to-government consultations and 
Freedom of Information Act requests to try to keep abreast of activities within the IMIC. 
Exclusion of the Hoopa Tribe and other non-Parties will lead to a continuing bias against 
any solutions to water quality problems that require more land retirement or higher flows 
than agreed to in the KBRA. 

Sucker "Beneficial Use" Recovery Required by TMDLs Unlikely Under KBRA 

Both the Lost River and shortnose suckers are endemic to the lower Lost River, Tule 
Lake and Lower Klamath Lake and they are, thus, both considered beneficial uses under 
the Clean Water Act and the Lost River TMDL (U.S. EPA 2008). Both species have 
been extirpated in Lower Klamath Lake (LKL )(USFWS 200 1 b). The NRC (2004) 
recommended consideration of refilling LKL to re-establish sucker populations to reduce 
regional extinction risk and to improve ecological function of the Klamath River. As 
noted above, this option is precluded by KBRA provisions that guarantee farming in the 
lake bed and the LKNWR Lease Lands. Therefore, this aspect ofTMDL implementation 
is not likely to occur within the 50 year life of the program. 
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Shortnose suckers are no longer present in the lower Lost River (Delineas et al. 1996). 
Although there is an adult population of Lost River suckers in Tule Lake, there is no 
viable spawning habitat for them in the lower Lost River (Delineas et at. 1996, Shively et 
at. 2000). The source population for Tule Lake may be partially supplied by Upper 
Klamath Lake larvae entrained in the A Canal (Scoppettone et al. 1995), and colonists 
will likely decrease as fish screens are improved. Consequently, with no ability to 
reproduce and a diminishing source of colonists, the Tule Lake Lost River sucker 
population is also likely to be lost over time. Marsh and lake restoration in the lower 
Lost River, Tule Lake and LKL basins would not only allow re-establishment of sucker 
popUlations to lessen species extinction risk, it would help attain algae suppression and 
nutrient reduction that will likely prove elusive otherwise. 

Ecological Restoration Approach to Restoring the Klamath River 

An ecosystem based approach to resolving Klamath River water quality impairment is in 
keeping with current best-science principles: "Management of the freshwater habitat of 
Pacific salmon should focus on natural processes and variability rather than attempt to 
maintain or engineer a desired set of conditions through time" (Bisson et a1. 2009). 
Major Upper Klamath Basin anthropogenic alteration and reengineering have 
overwhelmed ecosystem function and caused the Klamath River to develop acute water 
pollution. Ecosystem services that stifle algae blooms, absorb nutrients and provide 
water storage need to be regained, which will then allow Pacific salmon and sucker 
species recovery. The U.S. EPA (2000) gives similar guidance with regard to restoration: 

• 	 "Restoration strives for the greatest progress toward ecological integrity 
achievable within the current limits of the watershed, by using designs that favor 
the natural processes and communities that have sustained native ecosystems 
through time. 

• 	 Restoring the original site morphology and other physical attributes is essential to 
the success of other aspects of the project, such as improving water quality and 
bringing back native biota." 

Despite naturally high phosphorous levels because ofvo1canic activity in its headwaters, 
the Klamath River was known as the "river of renewal" because of its ability to clean 
itself (NCRWQCB 2010). Marshes filtered run off, trapped nutrients and suppressed 
blue-green algae as described above. Lower Klamath Lake acted as the water storage 
system capturing winter flows and releasing them in late spring. The river bed itself, in a 
free-flowing condition, helped capture nitrogen from the water and release it back into 
the atmosphere similar to processes described by Sjodin et a1. (1997). None of these 
ecological functions can be substituted for through technical fixes. 

The Klamath River has passed its tipping point in terms ofnutrient balance due to several 
changes: 
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• 	 Changes within Upper Klamath Lake leading to A flos-aquae domination, 
• 	 Blocking the connection to Lower Klamath Lake and drying it up, 
• 	 Pollution of the Lost River and Tule Lake and artificial connection to the Klamath 

River in the Keno Reservoir, and 
• 	 Keno Reservoir reach alteration that stopped denitrification and added to 


eutrophication. 


The goal of ecological restoration as applied to the Klamath River is not to return the 
watershed to pristine conditions but rather to take strategic actions to restore the natural 
balance so that beneficial uses as defined by the Clean Water Act can be attained. If the 
natural system is restored to a level where its ecosystem processes clean the water, then it 
will be largely powered by gravity and far less expensive than technological fixes. 

Studies are needed that go beyond those of Lytle (2000) and Mayer (2005) to determine 
quantitatively how strategic, large scale marsh and lake restoration would reduce water 
demand, increase water storage and resolve nutrient pollution as a result of improved 
ecosystem function. The current state of knowledge would suggest priorities include re­
establishment of a marsh perimeter around Upper Klamath Lake, restoring the riparian 
marsh in the Keno Reservoir and in the lower Lost River, and expansion of Tule Lake 
and Lower Klamath Lake. The KBRA has hundreds of millions of dollars earmarked for 
restoration, which could be used for acquisition of wetlands for restoration. However, the 
obvious solution is to restore wetland and lake functions in TLNWR and LKNWR since 
there are 21,000 acres of wetlands there in public ownership. Costs of easements and 
acquisitions for areas in addition to the Lease Lands would be one time investments that 
lead to ecosystem function that has modest or no need for on-going maintenance. 

Hoopa Valley Tribe Alternatives to KHSA/KBRA for Dam Removal 

The two most promising avenues for promoting KHP dam removal are to return to the 
FERC relicensing process and by pressing for a speedy decision by the California 
SWRCB regarding 40 I certification. 

The Hoopa Valley Tribe challenged continuing operation of the KHP on a year to year 
basis without implementation of mitigation measures (HVT vs. FERC 2010). While the 
challenge was rejected (U.S. Court of Appeals District of Columbia 2010), trying to re­
initiate the FERC licensing process should provide benefits with regard to promoting 
decommissioning. PacifiCorp felt imminent KHP decommissioning and loss of their 
power generating facility was a possibility under the relicensing process (Brockbank 
2010): 

"Throughout these negotiations, the federal government and the states of Oregon 
and California have expressed a strong policy preference that PacifiCorp's dams 
on the Klamath River be removed." 

If the KHP relicensing process re-opens, NMFS' (2006) fish passage requirements at 
dams will be part of terms and conditions. Administrative Law Judge Parlen McKenna 
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(2006) upheld NMFS authority and PacifiCorp (2008) estimates that fish passage at all 
KHP dams would cost $267 million, which is far more than project revenue justifies. 
This will likely throw the project into the "uneconomic" category. Brockbank (20 10) 
explains PacifiCorp's options: "The applicant may accept the uneconomic license, 
decommission and remove the facility, or pursue litigation and challenge the mandatory 
conditions. " 

The California SWRCB (2008) suspended the 401 certification process after entering into 
an Agreement in Principal with PacifiCorp and subsequently signing the KHSA. The 
Hoopa Valley Tribe (2011a) pointed out that the most recent SWRCB Resolution (2010­
0024), which held the KHP 401 process in abeyance, required federal KBRAJKHSA 
legislation be enacted by May 17, 2011, which it was not. Therefore, the SWRCB should 
re-start its 40 I certification process. Oregon and northern California environmental 
groups (Cascadia Wildlands et al. 2011) and the Resighini Rancheria (201Id) also made 
similar requests to the SWRCB, which is likely to consider the matter at its August 20 II 
meeting. 

If the relicensing and 401 process restart, the SWRCB will likely prevent FERC from 
issuing a new KHP license by withholding 40 1 certification because water pollution 
problems associated KHP reservoirs cannot be remedied (SWRCB 2006). The inability 
of PacifiCorp to acquire a new license would also force abandonment and 
decommissioning. 

Hoopa TEPA (2008) WQS for the Klamath River must be considered by the SWRCB in 
the 401 certification process. When the 401 process is reopened, the Hoopa Valley Tribe 
should continue to provide the SWRCB with evidence that shows the need for immediate 
removal of KHP dams due to toxic algae problems and alarming continuing impacts to 
salmon resources, particularly in drier years. 

Conclusion 

There is substantial concern that the lack ofnutrient reduction at the source in the Upper 
Klamath Basin under the KBRA will cause a failure to remediate water quality problems 
even after dam removal (Dunne et al. 2011, Goodman et al. 2011). The chances that 
Hoopa WQS standards will be met appear low and all fisheries-related beneficial uses 
will continue to be compromised under the KBRA even after dams are removed. As 
noted above, a rigorous testing and reporting program to measure compliance with Hoopa 
WQS will be essential. 

There is urgent need for action in promoting an ecologically sound restoration alternative. 
Current conditions have lead to a fish kill of 33,000-70,000 adult Chinook salmon 
(CDFG 2004) and the level of mortality ofjuvenile Chinook salmon in some recent years 
has had an equivalent impact (Nichols and Foott 2005). High levels offish disease 
threaten the existence of remnant runs of spring Chinook and coho salmon and these 
problems are not likely to be remedied either before dam removal or afterward. 
Continuing operation of the KHP without mitigation poses high risk to these at-risk fish 
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populations and insufficient actions under the KBRA to abate nutrient pollution virtually 
assure the extirpation of these species before 2062. 

A critical consideration is the urgent need for action given short term climate regime 
known as the Pacific decadal oscillation cycle (Hare et al. 1999, Collison et al. 2003) that 
affects Pacific salmon species: 

"If current patterns prevail, with shifts in the PD~ occurring every 20 to 30 years 
(Hare et al. 1999), the next negative shift in the PD~ for California is likely to 
occur in the 2015 to 2020 timeframe ...... If fresh water habitats have not 
recovered by that time, the fish will simultaneously face both degraded freshwater 
habitats and an unproductive ocean. The result could shift the stocks to 
endangered status or result in extinctions" (Collison et al. 2003). 

This suggests that dam removal needs to be in advance of 2020 for the highest potential 
of success. Toxic algae from reservoirs will also continue to pose unacceptably high 
health risk for recreational or ceremonial use of the Klamath River until at least 2020, and 
this condition in and of itself should be sufficient cause for speedy KHP dam 
decommissioning. 

"We must restore impaired ecosystems if we are ever to regain the natural capital 
necessary to prevent continued economic and social decay and to approach economic and 
ecological health and sustainability" (Society for Ecological Restoration 2004). 
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KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 

DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING 

OCTOBER 25, 2011 

 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

ORLEANS, CALIFORNIA 

              

MR. HARLING:  Thank you.  My name is 

     Will Harling, W-i-l-l H-a-r-l-i-n-g.  I'm the director of 

     the Mid Klamath Watershed Council. 

              I was born on the Salmon River, born and raised 

     there.  When I was a kid, my brother and I, like many 

     Native families around here, fished for salmon for 

     subsistence.  And it -- it wasn't really legal at the 

     time, but there were a lot of fish in the river. 

              And over the course of my childhood and growing 

     up into my teens, in the late '80s, we saw those fish 

     runs drastically decline.  And so, when I was looking for 

     something to do with my life, I followed the reason why 

     those fish runs declined, and it brought me to the 

     Klamath River, and not just the Klamath River but what 

     was going on upstream and, in particular, with the dams. 

              And so, today, through our small nonprofit, 

     working with the Karuk Tribe and other federal and State 

     agencies, we're doing restoration projects to restore 

     fish habitat up and down the river.  But what I believe 

     and what I see is that those are just stopgap measures, 

     while we're waiting for the big ticket items, the big



     fix. 

              And in that case, we're looking at what we're 

     supposed to be talking about here tonight, which is 

     whether or not to remove four dams.  And I will be 

     submitting written comments later that talk about 

     specifics and address specific questions that, hopefully, 

     will be addressed in the comments. 

              But tonight, while everybody is here, I would 

     like to read a poem, which I know is completely against 

     what you requested of us, but -- 

              MS. JONES:  I didn't say that. 

              MR. HARLING:  -- but, hopefully, will get at 

     some of the deeper issues. 

              MR. STOPHER:  I was wondering if you were going 

     to read us a poem tonight. 

              MR. HARLING:  Sorry for the repeat. 

              Settlement.  I was the salmon, born from the 

     stream that seeped from the crater where Mount Mazama 

     once stood.  Call me Ishyaat, spring salmon of old.  We 

     returned from the ocean in numbers untold, past Trinity, 

     Ishi Pishi, over the Keno Reef, through Lake Ewauna and 

     Klamath to the highest reaches of the Sprague, the Sycan, 

     the Williamson, and Wood, when the river flowed free and 

     the water was good. 

              Our flesh was the promise to the river people's



     prayer.  If they kept the balance, we would always be 

     there.  We would always be there if belief could contain 

     the knowledge of salmon as deeply ingrained, as the love 

     of the family and respect for all life. 

              But the settlers came and, in their hunger for 

     gold, washed the mountains and valleys into the river's 

     fold.  Down at the lips, the canneries sprang up, where a 

     killing could be made with a net and a club.  Meanwhile, 

     upstream, where the springs bubbled out, the water was 

     ditched to keep the fields from drought.  And oxbows, 

     where beavers once engineered ponds, fell dry and dusty 

     when the beaver was gone. 

              The next to go were the trees on the hills, 

     where donkey machines whisked them to mills.  The slash 

     from the logging stoked a powerful blaze that baked the 

     soil so hot, it all washed away, taking road crossings 

     with it on its way down the creek and into the river of 

     which I speak. 

              For I am the salmon, born from the stream that 

     flowed from the crater where Mazama had been.  I have 

     been shaped by millennia past, by the river, itself, to 

     whose stones I am cast.  But the river runs hot, and 

     there's disease in my guts, and I'm afraid we're dying 

     from a thousand cuts. 

              There's still quite a scene, down at the lips,



     eight gill nets deep as it crosses the spit.  Miners are 

     still dredging for occasional gold, muddying the refugia 

     where salmon still hold. 

              And now, every year, farmers take a little more 

     of the river down pipes that salmon restoration funds 

     paid for.  And fires are increasing in intensity and 

     size.  Now mountains unravel wherever a hard rain flies. 

              And as fish stocks balance on the brink of 

     extinction, four dams still stand, blocking salmon 

     migration to the Sycan and the Sprague, Williamson and 

     Wood, where cold water still flows, though not quite as 

     good. 

              That thing kind of stalled out.  I don't know if 

     you want me to stop talking or what. 

              MS. JONES:  I think that's what it means.  And 

     I'm sorry, Will. 

              MR. HARLING:  That's all right. 

              MS. JONES:  Okay. 

              MR. HARLING:  I'll put them in your box. 

              MR. LYNCH:   Thank you, Will. 
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KLAMATH OFF-PROJECT 
WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 

 
Secretary Salazar,Department of interior 
Klamath EIR/EIS comments/ questions 
 
Please answer and or address these concerns: 
 

1. Secretary Salazar’s document we are commenting on is nearly 2,000 
pages long. How can ordinary citizens be expected to have any in-depth 
understanding of this document in the short time period allowed.  We 
need at least six months to study and have the needed understanding of 
this complex document and the far reaching implications. Destroying four 
dams and the possible environmental disaster cannot be rushed into. 

2. The dam removal and KBRA may have started out as a possible solution 
to the water problems in the Klamath River Basin, but the final product 
does not deliver.  Dam removal does not produce any additional water. It 
only takes water away from irrigated agriculture and gives it to fish. In my 
book, PEOPLE are more important than fish. 

3. This entire process, supported and funded by the Department of Interior, 
mirrors the corrupt, biased and illegal process used in the San Joaquin 
Valley, shutting down hundreds of thousands of acres of the most 
productive farm land in the United States. The exact tactics used there 
are again being used here in the Klamath River Basin. Flagrantly biased, 
non-peer reviewed, so called “best available science”, paid for by 
stakeholders in the dam removal and KBRA effort, is being used by 
Secretary Salazar to justify moving ahead on dam removal. I pray a Judge 
from Oregon will harshly reprimand Secretary Salazar as did U. S. 
District Court Judge Oliver Wanger. Presiding Judge Wanger gave a 
scathing reprimand to the Department of Interior calling their actions in 
the San Joaquin Valley as violating the law but also attempting to deceive 
the Court in justifying their actions. Again, this process is being repeated 
here in the Klamath River Basin. 

4. Using known biased, faulty so called “best available science” such as the 
Stillwater Report and the economic study compiled by David Gallo, is at 
least highly inappropriate and at worst, illegal. The Stillwater Report was 
funded by American Rivers. David Gallo’s study was paid for by Cal Trout 
and Prosper. These groups and or their Directors are signatories to both 
the KHSA and KBRA. Nothing like being TRANSPARENT! 



5. Using River Design as the lead in modeling and consulting aspects in the 
so called “science” seems to follow the government direction of using 
those with a proven track record of failure in their field. River Design 
provided modeling and consulting in both recent dam removal projects 
on the Rogue River. Both projects have a lot of OOPS resulting from dam 
removal. The Rogue River is a very clean river system compared to the 
Klamath River. Any type of OOPS in the Klamath Dam Removal will result 
in an environmental disaster of epic proportions. 

6. Secretary Salazar’s Report assumes there will be no adverse effect in 
allowing 22 million cubic yards of sediment, toxic or not, to freely flow to 
the Pacific. I am not allowed to put over 5 yards of rock or dirt in a river 
because of the harm it will do to the fish and their habitat. This massive 
amount of sediment can easily sterilize the entire river for 100 years or 
more.  

7.  Secretary Salazar is ignoring his own “expert panel “ of six  that stated in 
their June 16th, 2011, report that the entire dam removal and restorations 
could  boost salmon population in parts of the upper basin by 10%, only if 
all the other water quality problems were solved first. Solving all the 
water quality problems would require reversing “mother nature’s” 
natural occurring phosphorus that is prevalent in the entire upper basin. 
This panel also recognized that fish would still have to be trucked around 
Keno dam and Keno reservoir. One of the experts, Wim Kimmerer, an 
environmental research professor from San Francisco State, went as far 
to say “I think there is no way in hell that they are going to solve the 
basin’s water quality problems.”  Wim Kimmerer also stated,” It doesn’t 
seem to me like they’ve thought about the big picture very much.”  This 
same panel said this entire process amounts to a huge “experiment.”It is 
no wonder that dam removal supporters are doing everything possible to 
discredit or ignore Secretary Salazar’s own “expert panel.” 

8. The cost of dam removal will be extremely expensive.  Since rate payers 
will be paying for this cost, this will cause a large cost increase on 
electricity to rate payers, including homeowners and elderly.  I am very 
concerned about how the rate payers and tax payers are going to afford 
this increase in electricity costs. The actual cost of dam removal is 
largely believed to be in excess of $3 billion  and we will be the ones to 
pay the price. 

9. It is unclear who will be liable for the removal of the dams.  If the Federal 
government is going to incur the liability, then this cost, which will be 
huge, will be passed on to tax payers.  Tax payers are already facing the 
daunting burden of repaying the national debt.  When is the government 
going to stop spending tax dollars they do not have? 



10. The KBRA and KHSA are irrevocably attached, so you cannot sign onto 
just one agreement, you have to agree with and totally support both 
agreements.  

11. The hydroelectric plants, which currently provide electricity, will be 
decommissioned with the dams.  How will this electricity production be 
replaced?  The proposed government off-set is significantly less than 
estimated cost of establishing new power sources.  Who will pay this 
difference for establishing new, green power sources?  How will this 
affect power rates, if rate payers are partially funding the establishment?  
I am concerned that we will not find an economical, environmentally 
friendly way to replace this lost green power source. 

12. I do not think that alternatives to dam removal were explored.  Such 
alternatives may include improved fish ladders or trucking fish as is 
conducted on the Columbia River.  Dean Brockbank, vice president and 
general counsel of PacifiCorp was quoted as saying the government 
“made it very clear from a public policy point of view that they did not 
want these dams relicensed.  Once that became abundantly clear, we 
shifted our framework from relicensing to a settlement involving a 
possible dam removal framework”.  What this statement makes 
abundantly clear to me is that top level officials within the Department of 
Interior conspired to orchestrate the removal of the dams from the 
beginning and that the rest of this discussion was simply window 
dressing and not a sincere attempt to settle the issues with all options 
available. 

13. I am concerned about the precedence that this settlement agreement will 
set.  Removing four relatively small dams within the Klamath River system 
will have an effect on the Upper Klamath Basin in terms of water supply 
and power rates.  However, the greater effect is the precedence that this 
sets.  Can you imagine what will happen if this settlement agreement is 
used to argue the removal of Columbia River and Snake River dams? 
Environmental groups have long been successful at taking baby steps 
toward a large long-term goal.  With each baby step there is little 
concern.  And then one day you turn around and realize you are now 
taking out Columbia River dams, not just a small crumbling Chiloquin 
Dam.  Please stop the environmental groups from marching over the 
Klamath River system as a small baby step on their way to much larger, 
more detrimental steps.   

14. Dam Removal is absurd because the Dams provide electricity for 70,000 
homes.  Why destroy this clean energy and then raise our power rates 
with more expensive and less reliable energy.  Dam removal is expected 
to cost somewhere between 450 million and 4 billion dollars.  This does 
not include the cost of replacement power. Then on top of all this we have 
another billion dollars with this “restoration agreement”  where we have 



government programs where we take more and more land out of 
agricultural production, buy the tribes 90 thousand acres, and provide 
big money to water marketers. This Settlement agreement is nothing 
more than a massive raid on taxpayer’s wallets.   If dam removal is such a 
good idea why not make those people who advocate for it pays for it 
instead of us taxpayers and ratepayers. 

15. I am being coerced into signing an agreement.  I do not understand the 
complete implications of the agreement, as it does not provide sufficient 
details for me to come to a comfort level with it. 

 

16. What is going to happen with the comments we are presenting?  Who is 

going to incorporate the comments?  Or are we just commenting to 

appease the public that we have had an opportunity to comment, but 

nothing will actually come of the comments?  

 
17. I am very concerned that the citizens within Klamath County will not have 

a way to require the Klamath Tribes to follow through with their part of 

this settlement agreement (Sec. 2.2.8 pg 15).  The citizens cannot sue the 

Klamath Tribes, a sovereign nation, to enforce the terms of this 

agreement.  This makes me nervous that if I agree to everything within 

the KBRA and KHSA, and the Tribes do not uphold their end of the deal, I 

am simply out of luck with no recourse 

 
18. This settlement agreement does not appear to provide any assurances 

that the irrigation water inside or outside the Klamath Project will be 
delivered.  This concern is primarily in reference to the endangered fish 
living within Klamath River system and Upper Klamath Lake.  If federal 
agencies decide the fish need more water, then the irrigation water will 
still be shut off.  Therefore, even if we make this agreement and sign 
away portions of our Upper Basin water, we still have no guarantee that 
water will be delivered for irrigation. (Sec. 21.4.1 pg 152, Sec. 22.1.3 pg 
154, &  Sec. 21.3.1.B.e pg 151)  

 
19. Do you want power and rate uncertainty?  The removal of the Klamath 

dams will destroy electricity for 70,000 homes, equal to an area larger 
than the City of Klamath Falls losing its power permanently!  Where is the 
renewable, greener replacement power that is to replace the power 
generated by the existing dams? This is just one of the negative aspects 
of the KBRA and the Klamath dam removal.  

20. The KBRA and KHSA, gives new meaning to the phrase “I’m from the 
government, trust me.”  The KBRA is an alleged agreement formulated by 



26 groups meeting secretly for several years.  They even signed a 
confidentiality agreement, so the general public would not know what’s 
going on behind closed doors.  What happened to Due Process and 
transparency? Check out Sec. 34.1 pg 171, in the KBRA. A prime 
example of Due Process being thrown out the window. 

21. Upper Basin irrigators requested three things:  reasonable power rates, 
assurances that endangered species would not further threaten 
irrigation water supply, and guaranteed water supply to irrigators not 
included in the water buyout.  It is very obvious that there is no affordable 
power rate for agriculture, no guarantee of water and absolutely no 
protection from the ESA or Biological Opinions, in the KHSA and KBRA, 
Sec 22.5. 

22. The KBRA and KHSA as written limit the possibility of any off stream 
storage, such as Long Lake, for agricultural purposes.  The KBRA 
dedicates more water to instream flows, which will not be allowed to be 
used for the off stream storage and any off-stream storage would be for 
fish only, being called “Environmental Water”, Sec 20.5-20.5.2.  The need 
for off stream storage is huge.  The KBRA will not allow for additional 
storage rights, as all of the additional water available will be required to 
remain instream for fish. 

23. What exactly are the Klamath Tribes giving up in return for all of the large 
concessions in the KBRA and the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement 
Agreement? Could you please list the tangible objects which the Klamath 
Tribes are giving up? Remember, they have no water right, only a claim.  

24. I am not certain that the Klamath Tribes have compromised on any 
aspect of their demands.  It appears that they are receiving everything 
they are asking for, while giving up nothing in return.  

25.  The term of the KBRA is limited to 50 years, found in section 1.6, page 5.  
Dam removal is permanent, water right amounts, instream amounts and 
priority dates advocated for in the KBRA will be permanent, water right 
buyouts will be permanent, Mazama Tree Farm 90,000 acre land give-
away is permanent.  There is no guarantee of water, affordable power or 
protection from the ESA or Biological Opinions. This is anything but fair 
and equitable in terms of “compromise”.   

26. This settlement agreement has the term of fifty years (sec.1.6, pg 5).  At 
the end of fifty years, which is not that long, what incentive will there be 
to continue providing any of the hoped for benefits? The agreement will 
no longer be in place, which will allow for the government and power 
companies to void their incentives and raise rates as they please. All the 
concessions in the KBRA & Dam Removal are permanent. 



27. Under the terms of the settlement, the Klamath Tribes will be receiving 
90,000 acres of private timber lands, primarily at the expense of the 
federal government (Sec. 33.2, pg 170).  I do not understand why the 
Klamath Tribes should be given land, instead of having to pay for it like 
the rest of the citizens within Klamath County.  Can the government 
please give me some other land with irrigation water, since the 
government is effectively taking away my irrigation water which I 
purchased at a fair market value? 

28. The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement if implemented would destroy 
upper basin  livelihoods.  The Tribes are seeking essentially all of the 
water in  stream.   The KBRA and KHSA require Tribes and Environmental 
organizations to target upper basin irrigators, before regulating the 
Klamath Project.  This agreement is grossly unfair.  Now we have a major 
agreement proponent Sustainable Northwest paying Becky Hyde in 
excess of $63,000, to promote this devastating so-called settlement, all 
the while failing to mention that settlement as written would destroy 
upper basin irrigators.   

29. The additional in-stream claims pushed in the KBRA and KHSA, will put 
the 30,000 acre feet of irrigation water diverted to the Rogue Valley at 
risk.  This water is used by many irrigators in the Rogue Valley including 
Bear Creek Orchards. (Sec. 20.5.2.E, pg. 142 & Sec. 18.2.6, pg. 123) 

30. Numerous times I have read in the newspaper that the Settlement 
Agreement would guarantee water for agriculture.  Unfortunately, the 
settlement agreement says no such thing.  In fact, the settlement 
agreement is abundantly clear that there are no such protections and 
that the US Fish and Wildlife Service still has authority to shut down the 
project just like they did in 2001.   This agreement is tearing our 
community apart; please help us stop it unless there are major fixes to 
these terrible conditions. (Sec 21.4.1 pg 152 & Sec. 22.1.3 pg 154) 

31. It seems we have a lot of people having a financial incentive to promote 
settlement.   Settlement proponents are paying at least one off-project 
proponent of settlement as a consultant.   Settlement also advocates in 
excess of 100 million dollars in water marketing schemes both on project 
and off-project.  Some people have made a lot of money marketing water.  
And finally the refuges were historically last to get water in times of 
shortages, now the refuges appear to be guaranteed a fixed amount of 
water under settlement.   Would this water not come from other 
agricultural users, and would this water not benefit those farmers who 
farm the refuges at the expense of other farmers. Are these people 
supporting settlement doing so because it is good for the community, or 
because it is good for their pocket book at the expense of the 
community? 



32. The Trinity River is historically a large contributor of flow to the Klamath 
River.  Now the majority of the Trinity River goes to the central valley of 
California to supply their agricultural, industrial and municipal uses.  This 
is unfair that large quantities of cold water are taken away from Klamath 
flows, essentially to satisfy the shortages which were created by the 
diversion of the Trinity River to the Sacramento River system.  The Trinity 
River diversion is specifically protected in the KBRA. (Sec. 2.2.12, pg 16) 

  

33. As a farmer and rancher, I never thought that I would live in a community 
where I would have to become a welfare recipient.  I do not want to 
depend on government programs and funds to survive.  I am concerned 
about losing my way of life, independence and dignity. 

 

34. What happens if you do not participate in the KBRA or KHSA?  Say I 

choose to pay tariff rate for power, then what can the KBRA or KHSA do 

to me? 

 

35. Which physical ground is going to be dried up with the so called loss of 

100,000 acre feet of water from the Klamath Project? 

 

36. Citizens within the Klamath Basin who harvest timber have to pay timber 
tax.  This timber tax is paid to Klamath County for uses including schools 
and emergency services.  Will the Klamath Tribes be required to pay tax 
on timber harvests?  The current agreement only provides funding to 
Klamath County to offset the property tax.  Will Klamath County be 
provided these timber tax dollars by the state or federal government, if 
the Klamath Tribes are not required to pay them.  These tax dollars are 
desperately needed to help cover the costs of the Klamath County 
schools and other local services. 

37. This agreement has been proposed to limit law suits.  I am not sure that it 
will limit law suits, particularly if it does not resolve all of the contests 
within the Klamath adjudication.  It appears the only limitation on lawsuits 
is by having the Off-Project Power Users endorse the settlement as a step 
in the process to receive lower power rates.  It would be difficult for an 
Off-Project Power User to both sue and support an agreement or an 
agreement consequence.   

38. How do you expect us to sign on to an agreement when the settlement 
groups are still working on filling in the details and understanding the 
implications?  



39. Settlement agreement advocates that our water right be targeted at the 
same time as baiting the mouse trap with “affordable power”. 
Unfortunately, this affordable power is not guaranteed. It is only if some 
government funding comes through. But the land going out of agricultural 
production, the dams being removed, and the requirement that 
Environmentalists and Tribes target the off project irrigators every time 
they need more water, our guaranteed under settlement. The power 
program is funded through a loan, which will have to be repaid at some 
point. (Sec. 17.7.2.B pg 118 & Sec. 17.7.3C pg 119) Unfortunately, the 
only guarantee the settlement provides is that there will be a lot less land 
in agriculture production.  

40. If the KBRA and KHSA is the fix-all for everything, why do state laws need 
to change to accommodate all its parameters? 

41. 100,000 acres of irrigated land have been permanently retired by 
governmental and The Nature Conservancy purchases.  The KBRA will 
permanently retire an additional 30,000 acre feet of water with a formula 
for much more (Sec. 16.1 pg 105 & Sec 16.2.2B, pg 108).  This will lead to 
ruin in the cattle business, the biggest agricultural business in Klamath 
County.  The support industries all the way from local country stores to 
the local implement dealers will be crippled.   

42. Do we want thousands of acres of land lying idle and becoming a dust 
bowl?  The proposed KBRA & KHSA will dictate considerably more water 
for refuges, less for agriculture than has historically been the case, 
hurting our local economy and reducing tax revenues.  We crippled the 
timber industry; do we harm the agricultural community as well?  (Sec. 
15.1.2.B) 

43. Water claims for the Klamath Project were filed under the Oregon and US 
Reclamation Acts, which called for irrigation uses.  Under KBRA & KHSA, 
uses would be expanded for fish and wildlife.  Deadlines have long 
passed to amend claims filed.  How can we legally amend these claims at 
this time?  (Sec. 15.1.1.A.i, pg. 52) 

44. The Oregon adjudication grants rights based upon historical uses.  
Project usage has been dependent on stored water.  How can stored 
water under the KBRA & KHSA  now be dedicated to these new instream 
purposes and now allow calling on Upper Basin water to meet the Project 
needs? 

45. Who elected all of the new governing bodies established within the KBRA 
and KHSA?   

46. Since the KBRA and KHSA are so controversial in southern Oregon, why 
had it not been put to the public for a vote? 



Thank you for taking the time to address all of these questions and 
concerns.  

 

 

Tom Mallams 

President, Klamath Off-Project Water Users Association  

tmbrokenboxranch@gmail.com 
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SG_EM_1229_009 

-------------------------------------------  
From: JOHN & ANITA WARD[SMTP:E_JOHN_WARD@MSN.COM]  
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2011 4:20:02 PM  
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd  
Cc: Kellie Christensen; Mike Masters; John Ward; Harry Piper; Tom Collett;  
Dick Chambers  
Subject: Rogue Flyfisher Comment on Klamath Facilities Removal EIS_EIR  
Auto forwarded by a Rule  

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez, 

Thank you for the opportunity and additional time to comment on the Draft 
Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR.

Rogue Flyfishers supports Alternative 2– Full Facilities Removal of Four Dams 
(Proposed Alternative).Removal of the four lower PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath 
River:J C Boyle, Copco 1, Copco 2, and Iron Gate Dams fully meets theneedto 
advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin consistent with 
the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and the connected 
Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA).This action also fully meets 
thepurposeto achieve a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish passage 
as well as other goals expressed in the KHSA and KBRA. 

The EIS/EIR has been scoped to include a very wide range ofreasonable 
alternatives, appropriately screened to a narrower range of retained 
alternatives.Each alternative is supported by appropriate and compelling data, and 
careful analysis.We feelthe Evaluation and Proposed Action demonstrates 
potential benefits for fisheries, water and other resources that far 
outweighs the potential costs, risks, liabilities or other adverse consequences 
ofsuch removal.We accept the short term impacts with assurance of successful 
restoration and sustainable natural salmonid production long term in the Klamath 
River system.The harvest opportunities for sports, commercial and tribal fisheries 
will contribute to improved public welfare and the reliable water and power supplies 
at affordable costs will sustain agricultural uses, National Wildlife Refuges and all 
Klamath Basincommunities. 

Appendix C notes ‘dam removal would release accumulated sediments 
downstream’, and ‘Modeling studies indicate reservoir drawdown would erode and 
flush 41 to 65 percent of stored sediment downstream’.The EIS includes an Option 
if analysis indicates release of sediment could result in significant effects, EIS/EIR 
may include consideration of dredging sediments out of reservoirs before removing 

SG_EM_1230_011
Duplicate of
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dams.This contingency seems to be adequately covered as was the situation 
recently when removing three dams on the Rogue River. 

Appendix E analyzes the potential suspended sediment effects on anadromous fish 
in the Klamath Basin with Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead having 
varying response if fall- or spring-runs, or summer and fall/winter runs with 
moderate physiologicalstress and major physiological stress depending on exposure 
duration.In some circumstances, the No Action/No Project alternative appeared to 
have as much impact as Full Facilities Removal.Our assessment is that Alternative 2 
would in most instances only have moderate physiological stress effects. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Ward, Conservation Chair 

Rogue Flyfishers 

P.O. Box 4637 

Medford, OR97501 
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